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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Mr. J. A. Renrout, K.C., M.P., has been appointed a judge 
of the City of London Court. Mr. Renrovut was called to the 
bar in 1884, 


WE LEARN that a petition, most extensively and numerously 
signed, was presented on Thursday by Mr. Epwarp Lzz, the 
Chairman of the City Law and Courts Committee, to the Cor- 
poration of the City of London praying the corporation to use 
its influence to bring about the further postponement of the 
application of the Land Transfer Act to the City of London until 
an independent inquiry into the working of the system of com- 
pulsory registration has been held and concluded. 








Lorp Justice Riesy having been twice announced in the 
daily list of the Court of Appeal as about to sit, on each occasion 
failed to put in an ap nee, but on the second his brethren 
delivered a judgment in which he was stated to have concurred. 
There seems to be no doubt that he has at length resigned, 
or is about forthwith to resign, his but his successor 
had not, up to Thursday, been offici stated. That a man 
who had been second wrangler at Cambridge ; had competed 
with Lord Davey for the first place at the Chancery bar, and 
had a reputation almost unequalled in recent times for soundness 
of judgment and knowledge of lew should not have made any 
mark on the bench must be mainly ascribed to the serious 
accident which befel him early in his judicial career, and the 
effects of which have culminated in a condition which has long 
caused deep pain to his friends. One can only hope that 
complete rest may prove beneficial. 





Tue arrormtwrnt of Mr. Jastice Jstr is an appropriate 
complement to that of Mr, Justice Warton. Not a learned 
specialist, but an all-round lawyer, advocate and cross-examiner, 
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he has been met as a dap antagonist in any and every 
court, and not infrequently even in the Chancery Division, 
when awkward witnesses required “dealing with.” Others 
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may have a deeper, but no man at the bar has a wider, 
experience of the scope of the law, the ways of litigants, the 
weaknesses of witnesses, and the personnel of the legal 
profession. A leader of the Oxford Circuit, he is old enough 
to have measured swords with Lords Lranparr and James oF 
Herzrorp, but his contemporary and protagonist was the 
Common Serjeant, Mr. Bosanover. Both were long 
considered to be in the running for ermine, but both 
appeared to have outlived their opportunity. Mr. Bosanqust 
accepted the lower appointment; Mr. JeLr cunctando restitust 
rem. Behind the of a somewhat ungainly figure and 
features, his ability should adorn the bench. 





WHEN THE case of Coveney v. The Mayor of Colchester, which 
was in Mr. Justice Kexewicu’s paper on Tuesday last, was 
called on, an application for adjournment, made by counsel for 
the plaintiffs, was refused. The defendants had been very 
ind t towards the plaintiffs, who were not yet ready to 
proceed with their action. No further indulgence was forth- 
coming, so the learned judge said that the plaintiffs must go 
on. Counsel having intimated that he was not instructed to go 
on, the action was dismissed with costs. No intimation of the 
state of affairs had been given to the officials before the list for 
the day was arranged and published. His lordship said that he 
was sorry for the plaintiffs, but he trusted that solicitors would 
take warning from this case as to the danger of not informing 
the court ee of co intended to be done. 
application for adjournment m made some da: vious] 
his decision might have been different. i 3 





Ewpuatic coMMENT was on Wednesday last made by Farwez 1, 
J., upon @ practice which has obtained with some frequency in 
ure. Where a summons is taken out by 
trustees under R. 8. C., ord. 55, r. 3, for the determination of 
questions arising under a will or settlement, and where such 
trustees, or those of them who are joined as plaintiffs, are, as is 
often the case, neutral and anxious simply for the direction of 
the court, the same counsel has been instructed to appear both 
for them and for a defendant interested in arguing the case. 
The object of this is, of course, meritorious, being that of 
saving expense. At the same time, it is obvious that it has 
its dangers. This was pointed out by Farwzu, J., on 
oecasion to, when, in i the facts of 
j summons, counsel stated that he appeared 
the plaintiff, who was a neutral trustee, and for a defendant 
the other trustee, was tenant for life, and whose 
imterest was, therefore, opposed to that of the remaindermen 
separately represented by counsel. “That,” said his lordship, 
“is irregular. The plaintiff must be separately represented. 
It is a neutral trustee's duty to assist the court, and he ought 
not to appear by the same counsel as a beneficiary interested in 
arguing the case.” His lordship added that this was the 
practice formerly enforced by Kay, J., and that he should insist 
+ earner The summons accordingly stood over fora 
time to enable counsel to be instracted. 





Wz savz been favoured with a copy of a judgment delivered 
Mr. Justice Cozzss-Hazpy, in chambers, on the 22nd of 
July last in 2 case of Vimbos (Limited) v. Meadowcroft, which 
settles the question of the right of managing clerks of solicitors 
to represent their principals in chambers and before an 
examiner of the court. The summons on which the judgment was 
delivered seked that an order for cross-examination before the 


g 


slicitor. The examiner upheld the objection and adjourned 
wastakes out by the plaintiff. The learned judge ssid: “I 


If the | & 


y courts to 





think the objection taken by counsel was not well founded. The 
judge in chambers habitually hears not only counsel and the 
solicitors of the parties, but also any responsible representative 
of the solicitors sent from their office. Business could not be 
conducted satisfactorily unless managing clerks were allowed to 
represent their principals in chambers. So far as I have been 
able to ascertain, no such objection has ever before been taken, 
and I am not willing to introduce a novel practice. I think the 
proceedings before an examiner should follow the analogy of 
| napa ~ before the judge in chambers. I may add that I 
ve consulted my colleagues.”’ 





Ov READERS Will be interested in the correspondence which 
we print elsewhere between Messrs. OLarnam, Frron, & Co. and 
the Inland Revenue Commissioners with reference to duty 
payable upon a contingent consideration. The Stamp Act does 
not seem to provide specifically for the case where a consideration 
on sale, or a premium on granting a lease, is in whole or in part 
contingent, and it is open, therefore, for the authorities to say 
that the stamp duty is the same whether the consideration is 
payable certainly or is only payable on the mngeng of a 
contingency. As is pointed out in the correspondence, some 
colour is lent to such a contention by Mortimore v. Commissioners 
of Inland Revenue (2 H. & C, 838), where duty was held 
to be chargeable in respect of a mortgage debt, notwith- 
standing that the debt was to be payable only upon a contin- 
ency. Soin Onslow v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (39 W. R. 
393 ; 1891, 1 Q, B. 239) settlement ad valorem duty was held to be 
payable on a settlement of reversionary interests in certain 
specified amounts of stock pian ota that the interests 
were contingent. But whatever may have been the ground of 
these decisions, it is an obvious hardship in any ordinary case 
where the consideration may or may not ultimately become 

ayable to charge the full ad valorem duty, and hitherto the 

ardship seems to have been admitted by the authorities. 
According to a statement in “Alpe,” repeated in the latest 
edition, which refers specifically to a case such as that mentioned 
in the correspondence, the conveyance duty is in practice charged 
only on the sum payable in any event, and the existence of a 
further contingent consideration, where there is a covenant 
securing it, attracts only the ad valorem covenant duty. 
For the purpose of stamp duty a premium on a lease 
stands on the same footing as a consideration on sale, and 
duty upon these lines was tendered by Messrs. Ciarnam, 
Frren, & Co. in the present case—namely, £5 on a certain 
premium of £1,000, and £1 5s. on a further £1,000 to be paid 
if a full spirit licence was obtained for the premises—in addition 
to the duty payable in respect of the annual rent. But 
practitioners probably know by this time that “Alpe” is not 
accepted at Somerset House as an authoritative statement of the 
practice there, and in this particular matter, at any rate, the 
authorities have decided for the future to charge the full con- 
veyance duty on contingent considerations. It may be that 
they are quite within their right in so doing, but as a matter of 
practical convenience such a change should only be made 
under legislative sanction when indemnity can be given in 
respect of deeds already stamped. The effect of the change on 
existing deeds ought to be conclusive with the commissioners 


against allowing it. 





Tux tare Lord Bramwe.t, while giving evidence before one 
of the commissions to inquire into the working of the common 
law, said that the result of his experience was that in actions 
for wrongful dismissal the jury always gave their verdict for the 

laintiff. This sympathy for a servant or workman who has 
boon dismissed has apparently caused one of the French local 
give an extraordinary decision which has been much 
discussed in the French newspapers. In a case which came 
before the district judge of Argenteuil it appeared that the 
action was brought by the plaintiff, a journeyman blacksmith, 
who had been employed for some years in a manufactory, to 
recover wrongful dismissal. The sole reason for 


ing the plaintiff was that he had arrived at an age when 
he was no er able to execute the amount of work which 
had hitherto been 


required from him, The judge decided 
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in favour of the plaintiff, and gave the following reasous 
for his decision: ‘‘ The principle to be gathered from the Bill 
now being considered by the Legislature for providing refuges 
for workmen disabled by old age, and which has been approved 
by the most eminent speakers in the Chamber, is that 
sustenance must be provided for the workman who has for 
thirty or forty years laboured for the benefit of society. When 
his strength fails and he can no longer perform his daily tasks, 
he ought not to be thrown aside like an instrument which has 
become useless. He is then entitled to the necessaries of life. 
An effort should be made to rescue every citizen from want by 
providing him with work if he is strong and competent; with 
necessary education if he is of tender years; and lastly, with 
necessaries if he is crippled by sickness or old age. A pension 
for old age is the best mode of helping him in the last case, 
and, therefore the court thinks that it is only just and 
equitable that the plaintiff should be awarded the same 
pension to which he would be entitled under the Bill 
now before the Chamber—if it becomes law. The 
defendant, the employer, is therefore ordered to pay the plaintiff 
the same pension which he is required to pay under the 
provisions of this Bill (namely, a daily payment bearing a fixed 


proportion to the wages of the workman during a term of 


years).” The law of France at the present day with regard to 
wrongful dismissal appears to be much the same as that which 
prevails in England, and we can easily imagine the astonish- 
ment which this decision has caused. We have heard that a 
well-known lawyer in this country had always a great objection 
to reading any Bill before Parliament for the amendment of the 
law for fear he should afterwards think that the amendment 
had actually come into operation. The learned judge of the 
French court seems to have had an even stronger imagination, 
and to have assumed, first, that the Bill relating to old age 
pensions would certainly become law; secondly, that it would 
have a retrospective operation; and, thirdly, that it made no 
difference that the action was brought before the law was 
changed. We cannot remember that any precedent for a 
decision founded upon such reasoning can be found in the 
English reports. 

A woMAN ina public-house threw a drinking vesse! at a man; 
it missed the man, but broke a plate glass window. On being 
charged under section 52 of the Malicious Damage Act, 1861, 
she was defended on the lines that she had not intended to 
injure any property, and that Reg. v. Pembliton (2 C. C. R. 119) 
entitled her to an acquittal, ‘The magistrate at Lambeth, 
however, refused to accept this defence, and convicted. The 
section under which the woman was punished provides 
that ‘“‘whosoever shall wilfully or maliciously” damage 
property to the extent of not exceeding £5 shall be liable to a 
penalty. The conviction quashed in Reg. v. Pembliton 
was under section 51 of the same Act, which makes it a 
wisdemeanour to ‘‘ unlawfully and maliciously commit” damage 
to property to an amount exceeding £5. The case has been 
the cause of a good deal of misunderstanding, and cannot be 
said to be quite a satisfactory decision. The prisoner had 
been quarrelling in a public-house, and was turned out of the 
house together with the other parties to the quarrel. In the 
street he picked up a stone and threw it at the others, missing 
them, but breaking a valuable window. The jury convicted, but 
found that he threw the stone intending to strike one of the 
persons with whom he had been quarrelling, and that he did 
not intend to break the window. On this finding the High 
Court held thet the jury had negatived the existence of malice, 
and quashed the conviction, In his judgment Bracksven, J., 
said that malice, as used in the statute, may be defined to be 
“where any person wilfully does an act injurious to another 
without lawful excuse.” He went on to say: ‘The jury might 
— have found on this evidence that the act was malicious, 

ecause they might have found that the prisoner knew 
that the natural consequence of his act would be to 
break the glass, and although that was not his wish, 
yet he was reckless whether he did it or not; but the 
jury have not so found.” Now it is submitted that the 
whole point of the case lies in these words, and that the conviction 
was quashed most probably because the proper questions were 


not left to the jury, and it was impossible for the court to read 
into the verdict anything adverse to the prisoner. Anyone 
reading the case will probably come to the conclusion that if 
the jury had been asked to say whether the prisoner knew that 
if he threw a stone in a street the breaking of a window 
would be a natural consequence, and whether he 
was reckless whether he broke it or not, the answer 
would have probably been ‘“‘Yes” to both questions. The 
natural consequence of throwiug a missile with force inside a 
shop is clearly to break something. In no very much less degree 
is it less correct to say the same with regard to throwing in a 
street with shop windows on each side. In fact, throwing any- 
thing under such circumstances may of itself be almost conclusive 
of that recklessness and of that knowledge spoken of by Biacxk- 
puRN, J. Ifthis is admitted, the only thing to be learnt from 
Reg. v. Pembliton is that the jury were not properly directed in 
the case, and that under similar circumstances, after a proper 
direction, a conviction would probably be upheld. This was 
apparently the view taken by the istrate in the recent case, 
and any other view would be fraught with considerable danger 
to the public. Whether proceedings are taken under section 51 
or section 52, itis clear that malice must be proved, and the 
difference in the wording of the two sections does not seem to be 
practically important. 





A pornt is raised in this week’s 7ruth which. for this country 

at avy rate, is rather of theoretical than practical interest. A 
message ‘‘ Come Monday ”—was handed in to a postal telegraph 
office for transmission to a person about to enter a new employ- 
ment. It was delivered to him as ‘‘Come to-day.” He acted 
upon it in this form, threw up his old employment prematurely, 
came up to London, and was put to sume small expense— 
altogether 5Us. or so. The Post Office people were sorry, but did 
not offer to express their sympathy in money, and of course 
against the Postmaster-General no such liability could be 
enforced. We must take our telegrams and trust to their being 
right. But as against a telegraph company, it is an interesting 
question whether damages can be recovered by the receiver of a 
telegram for a mistake due to the negligence of the company’s 
servants. In Dickson v. Reuter’s Zelegraph Co. (26 W. R. 23, L. Ry 
3 C. P. D. 1) the Court of Appeal decided the point in favour of 
the telegraph company. The contract, it was said, was between 
the company and the sender of the telegram, not between the 
company and the receiver, and for negligence in its performance 
the receiver could not sue. It was urged that the error in the 
telegram amounted to a misrepresentation, on which the receiver 
could sue if he was damaged. But the Court of Appeal pointed 
out that it was at most an innocent misrepresentation. In 
America the question has been very frequently raised, and with 
a different result. It has been held “almost without exception, 
that a telegraph company is liable to the person to whom a 
message is sent for negligence in the transmission or delivery 
- a ey : ~ae Cases, xxiv., p. 783, American note to 

icksun ¥. ter’s Telegraph Co. The ground suggested 
by the learned author of the note just referred to is that 
the statutes usually impose on the companies the exercise 
of diligence in the transmission and delivery of m 
and that a breach of the duty gives a right of action to any 
ag injured. The matter is di at some | 

y Sir Frepsrick Poxtock in the last edition of Torts (6th 
ed., p. 534), and he inclines on principle to the American 
view, apparently upon the that a telegraph company 
—— a oye ae and is — to perform its wud in 
that calling with due diligence. But he that damages 
would rarely be recoverable, as it am gt impossible to 
discover what results of the negligence were foreseen by the 
company; in other words, the actual damage would usually 
be too remote. In this country the question oaly affects 
foreiga companies, and is only open in the House of Lords, 
but it raises some very difficult considerations. 





Tuere ts clear authority for the attachment of a husband 
who fails to comply with an order to pay a sum, or fied security, 
for his wife’s costs of proceedings for divoree or judici 





tion: Lynch vy, Lynch (10 P, 


183), Bates v, Bates (14 P. Dy 
. 
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17). In a recent case of Ayres v. Ayres an order for attachment '| ordered to be done, and thexe has been accordingly a reluctance 
was made by the vacation judge against the defendant for non- | to grant this relief to a plaintiff who complains of the non-futil- 
compliance with such an order, and on the 28th ult. the question | ment of a building contract. As a matter of fact, the difficulty 
arose before Barnes, J., whether the defendant was entitled to | is rather imaginary than real, since the court can easily appoint 
be released from prison on payment of the required sum, or | someone to superintend the work and can act on his report. 
whether the order for his discharge might require payment by | ‘‘In Scotland,” says Sir Epwarp Fry (Spec. Performance 
him of the costs of the attachment proceeding as a condition (3rd ed.), p. 46), “‘mamy contracts to build are specifically 
ent to his release. It is clear that in the Chancery! performed in respect of which the court would decline 
ivision the order would not be so conditioned. In Jackson | jurisdiction in England, the Scotch courts appointing 
v. Mawby (1 Ch. D. 86), Hatz, V.C., although ordering the | some properly qualified person under whose superintendence 
defendant to pay the costs of his contempt, declined to make his | the work is directed to be executed.” But even in this country 
release (upon the discharge of the contempt for which he was com- | a building contract will be ordered to be performed if it is 
mitted) conditional on his first paying those costs. In that case | accompanied by the cireumstances stated by Sir Epwarp Fay 
the Vice-Chancellor distinctly held that to keep the defendant | (Joc. cst.), and illustrated by the recent case of Mayor of Wolver- 
in prison until those costs were paid -would be contrary to the | hampton v. Emmons (49 W. R. 553). The work to be done must 
Debtors Act, 1869. And in Re Jarvie (W. N. 1886, p.118),| be defined; the plaintiff must have a material interest 
Currty, J., fully recognized this rule as a part of the practice of ‘in its execution which cannot be adequately compensated 
the Chancery Division. In Clark v. Dyson (noted 26 Soxicrrors’ for by damages; aud the defendant must have obtained 
Jovrrat 731) Day, J., sitting as vacation judge, felt bound to, possession of the land on the faith of the work being 
follow Jackson v. Mawby, but appesrs to have stated that the|done. In the case just referred to, the plaintiffs were 
practice in the Queen’s Bench Division was to make the prisoner | desirous of increasing the rateable value of a part of their 
y the costs of his contempt before getting his discharge. | town, and, upon selling land situated there to the defendant, 
This appears to be the only authority for a difference in the | they took a covenant from him that he would build on the land 
rscan on this point in the different divisions of the High | within two years. The covenant did not define the nature of the 
t; and if the reason of the decision in Jackson v. Mawby is | buildings, but this omission was cured by the subsequent sub- 
correct, it seems impossible that the practice suggested by mitting of plans for eight houses by the defendant, and their 
Day, J., can exist, in contravention of the Debtors Act, 1869. | adoption by the plaintiffs. The work was thus made definite, 
In Ayres v. Ayres Banves, J., made an order similar to that in | and it was held that the injury to the plaintiffs could not be 
Jackson v. Mawby, recognizing, apparently, that the grounds of | adequately compensated by damages. The third requisite— 
that decision applied equally to the case before him. | that possession of the land had been obtained on the faith of the 
| contract—was also satisfied, so that the plaintiffs had a well- 
| grounded claim for the specific performance which was ordered 


Wues 4 judgment of the High Court is reversed by the | both by Wits, J., and the Court of Appeal. 
House of Lords, there can be no record in the lower court that | 
ite judgment has been reversed unless and until the order of | 
the House of Lords is made an order of the High Court. Also, | 
when an appeal to the House of Lords is dismissed with costs,| A PROPOSED ABOLITION OF THE COMMON LAW. 

it is s to make the order of the House of Lords an order | Prorgssorn Marrianp has rendered yet another service to the 
of the High Court in order to enforca the payment of the costs | History of English Law by his Rede Lecture delivered at 
by the machinery of the High Court. It appears that if the | Cambridge in the summer and now published, with elaborate 
House of Lords be sitting, its orders may be enforced directly | notes, under the title of ‘‘Eoglish Law and the Renaissance.” 
under the authority of the House, but if it be not sitting they At first the subject may sound remote from the interests of 











‘ 








ean be enforced only through the High Court. To get an order | 
of the House of Lords made an order of the High Court the | 
procedure is simple. It is effected by an ¢z parte motion in the | 
eourt of first instance, not in the Court of Appeal, the decision of | 
which is also probably affected. Thusin British Dynamite Co. | 
v. Krebs (27 W. R. 575, 11 Ch. D. 448), the decision of Fry, J., | 
had been reversed by the Court of Appeal, but approved and | 
restored on further appeal by the House of Lords. On motion | 
ez parte to Fry, J., he made an order making the order of 
the House of Lords an order of the High Court. A similar 
order was made in Wentworth v. Lloyd (13 W. RB. 146), | 
where the House of Lords had dismissed an appeal with costs. | 


Again in L., otherwise H. v. H. (L. R.1 P. & D. 294), where a | 


wife's petition for nullity was dismissed by the court, but, on 


the House of Lords pronounced a decree for nullity, the | 


decree was ordered to be recorded on the files of the court. An 


practical people of to-day. But even acursory perusal will shew 
that this is far from being the case, and that the matter is one 
which is full of instruction aud warning for the ordinary lawyer 
and politician and citizen of the twentieth century. The book 
is fuli of points, supported by a wealth of research collected in 
the notes. But we desire to concentrate our readers’ attention 
on one point. 

It is matter of common knowledge that in the sixteenth 
century there was a widespread Reception of the Roman Law 
in most Continental countries. But it will come as a startling 
revelation to many that in the reign of Hznry VIII. it was 
seriously proposed formally to abolish the Common Law of 
England—a change which, if it had been carried, might have 
had consequences as momentous as those of the Reformation 
itself, and more important for lawyers. The formal proposal 
to substitute for the Common Law the Roman Civil Law did 


application to the High Court to make an order of the House of | not, so far as appears, get beyond the sphere of diplomatic 
Lords an order of the High Court seems to be a somewhat rare | negotiation between Cardinal Pox and a confidential representa- 

ng. There was, however, an instance of it this week in | tiveofthe king. But this diplomatic dialogue throws a flood of 
the case of Looth’s Distillery v Jacobs. The action having | light upon many measures which were actually taken and which 


originated in the King’s Bench Division, the motion was to a | 


Divisional Court, and one of the two learned judges forming the 
court stated that he did not remember such an application 
having been made before. The motion was, however, perfectly 
regular and the order was made. If the action had originated 
in the C Division, the motion would clearly have been to 


were well calculated to pave the way for such a result. It is 
interesting to note the reasons given by Porx for the change. The 
proceedings, he complains, are conducted in a barbarous tongue, 
the Old French ; there is no order or stability ; the judgments 
in the Year Books are infinite, full of controversy, and of small 
authority ; the judges are not bound to flow them, and decide 


the judge who had tried the case. 


according to the arguments of the serjeants or of their own 
whim; the statutes are too many; the result is delay in 
. mw decisions and uncertainty in law; primogeniture and entail are 
_ Tux sveispiction of the court to grant specific performance is barbarous. All this is capable of a simple remedy “if we 
limited in general to cases where the plaintiff would otherwise might induce the heads of our country to admit the same— 
have no adequate remedy; but even where, upon this principle, | that is, to receive the Civil Law of the Romans, which is 
a performance would lie, it is still necessary that the court |now the common law of almost all Christian countries. 

see its way to the efficient carrying out of whatever is| Then the wisdom of some politic and wise persons could 
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institute a few and better laws aud ordinances as JvusTINIAN ; Archbishop of CanreRrury proclaims upon the housetops whérd 
dii.” In other words, Henry might become sole legislator as | Cardinal Potz only whispered in the closet; and no remedy is 
well as absolute king, with Pore and a few others for his | devised, for the Government and Parliament are absorbed in 
Trrponian, Tozornitvs and Dorornevs, And the argument is| business. Ministers blunder, and there is a cry that the king 
subtle. Real defects were to be made the ground of the aboli- | should take the Government out of their hands. There is a 
tion, but the object was one of high policy—the policy of Rome | tendency to wage wars and annex territories for business 
of that day, to encourage concentration of power with a view to | purposes only, and to look upon treaties and constitutions as 
the easier manipulation of it. This was the time when Henry | go much rubbish to be cleared out. The theory of responsible 
was scheming for a divorce, and it seems that the Pope might | government is made the cloak of a truly Imperial irres i- 
have had the English Common Law abolished in return for the | bility: ‘‘ Who are we that we should stem the tide?” says the 
divorce. For Hznry, if we may judge from events, liked the | Prime Minister himself. 

advice and went a long way in the direction of it, although he| ‘Truly there are dangers. Men like Lord Brawwetr may be 
did not get the consideration, and used the suggestion against | called pedantic in their devotion to libarty; but if the 
the authors of it. At any rate the Year Books were stopped, | traditional reverence for it dies on the judicial bench, and in the 
Regius Professors of Civil Law were established in the uni- legal profession, where shall it be found? It cannot be denied 

versities, the Star Chamber, the Court of Requests, and Courts | that the last quarter of a century has seen greater inroads upon 
of Commission (all courts acting on the principles and procedure | the liberties regained in the seventeenth century that any other 

of the Civil rather than the Common Law) were developed, and the | equal period since, although there has been a simultaneous 

king himself, under the Statute of Proclamation, obtained for a profession of belief in liberty. But the two things are 

time something of the legislative power ofa Justinian. Nor was | different; liberty to vote is not liberty to dct and speak, 

this only the policy of King Henry, for in Mary’s reign the real though all democracies tend to confuse them. And we are 

authors recovered the use of their invention and it was carried tending in all directions to a reception of Roman methods. All 

so far that the Common Law Courts had no work. In | honour, then, toa member of the profession, even if it be the 

Michaelmas term, 1557, we read that “men might have seen | yoice of a professor crying in the wilderness of a university, 

in Westminster Hall at the King’s Bench not two men of law | who recalls us to reverence for the Common Law, to its perils 

before the justices; there was but one who looked about and | jin the sixteenth century and its triumph in the seventeenth. 

had nothing to do, the judges looking about them” (Stow). It} And if perils await it in the twentieth century, let us not fold 


is no wonder that there was a violent reaction, and that the | our hands and say ‘‘ Who are we that we should stem the tide” ? 
seventeenth century saw in revolution and bloodshed the triumph 


of the Common Law under Coxe and Setpgn and Prynnz and 
CromweELL and Wiuiam III. It is perhaps to be regretted 
that it bore with it in its indiscriminate triumph not only its 
inestimable rights of property and freedom of person and speech, 
but also nearly all its defects, except the barbarous Anglo- 
French and some of the ancient tenures, defects which have 
since required long and laborious efforts of reform. 
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ORDERS FOR PAYMENT OF MONEY. 


“Tue distinction between assignments and bills of exc 

or orders to pay. is one which has been known for 
many years, and has been frequently the subject of decision.” 
So said Bacon, V.C., in £x parte S d (22 W. R. 
152, 17 Eq. 109), and forthwith proceeded to give a decision 


But the story is written for our edification. Henry could 


not so far have acted on Poxz’s advice without a widespread 


dissatisfaction with the state of affairs in the Common Law Courts. 
Like ours, the age of the Tudors was an age of commercial 
expansion and international jealousies, and ‘‘ business” was 
rampant and intolerant. Commercial affairs would not have here 
been handed over to the Courts of Admiralty and Chancery but for 
the persistent refusal of the Common Law Courts to recognize 
the law merchant and the persistent dishonesty of English juries 
in refusing verdicts in favour of foreigners. The Court of 
Requests would not have found favour with Somerset, no less 
than with Wotsry, but for the expense, delays, and narrow 
feudal prejudices of the ordinary procedure. And these real 
grievances played into the hands of those who saw in the Roman 
Civil Law not only a remedy for these grievances, but a prece- 
dent for absolute monarchy and the suppression of the common 
law rights of individual freedom of person, speech, and property. 
These were to ba sacrificed to ‘‘ business ” principles. 

Have we no similar dangers? And, if so, will the defects be 
remedied without the sacrifice of the rights and privileges “‘ for 
which Happen died on the field and Russgut on the scaffold ” ? 
There are arrears in the courts, and the unwise clamour for the 
abolition of appeals and a wider discretion of the judges, and 
would thus make law uncertain and unstable. Inconvenient 
misuse is made of the right of meeting and speech, and the 
unwise are for withdrawing the right, or meeting it with lawless 
violence worthy of the Pretorian Guards; and Cabinet Ministers 
openly approve, to the despair even of their own Trrpontan, 
Professor Dicey. Legal proceedings are slow and uncertain 
and apt to check high-handed men in authority ; so commissions 
and inquiries are substituted for them, and put into the hands 
of those who will take instructions which could not yet be given 
to the judges ; and even judges are selected for their ‘‘ business 
capacity” and “ knowledge of the world” rather than for their 


upon the distinction which was overruled a few years later in 
Buck v. Robson (26 W. R. 804, 3 Q. B. D. 686). And although 
the latter case has ever since been treated as settling the law, 
the error isto which the Vice-Chancellor fell may stil! at times 
perplex the practitioner who is calied upon to decide off-hand 
the important practical question whether a particular document, 
containing on the face of it an order for the payment of money, 
must be stamped as an assignment of a debt or as a bill of 
exchange. The special importance of the question lies, of course, 
in the fact that, if the document requires to be stamped asa 
bill of exchange, it must be stamped before execution, and no 
subsequent payment of a penalty can cure the omission. 
For ordinary purposes there is a great difference between a 
bill of exchange and an assignment. A bill of exchange is a 
well-known commercial document which follows a fixed form 
and simply entitles the payee to payment of a fixed sum of 
money without reference to the fund out of which it is to come. 
The essence of an assignment, on the other hand, is that it 
refers to a particular fuad and gives the assignee a specific 
claim to that fund or te some part of it. But provided this 
essential requirement is satisfied, it is not necessary that the 
assignment should be expressed in formal words. “ Though,” 
said Lord Harpwicks, C., in Row v. Dawson (1 Ves. sen., p. 332), 
‘the law does not admit an assignment of a choss in action, this 
court does; and any words will do; no particular words being 
necessary thereto.” Hence where A. borrowed money of B., 
and gave him an order for payment out of a fund due to A. from 
the Exchequer, this was held to be a good equitable assignment 
for valuable consideration, and valid against A.’s assignees in 
bankruptcy. ; 
The difficulty of distinguishing between bills of exchange 
and assignments arises, however, upon the visions of the 
Stamp Act, which do not leave * bill of exch * to be inter- 
by ordinary commercial usage, but extead the term by a 


love of the sacred rights and privileges which are committed to 
their custody. Freedom is inconvenient, so compulsory education, 
compulsory sanitation, compulsory registration, e¢ hoc genus omne, 
make the individual the slave of the municipality, while compul- 
sory debt makes the municipality the gave of the central govern- 

ment. Slipshod legislation is unintelligible to the people, as the \ 


»rete 
Hefinition clause to documents of quite a different nature. 
Thus section 32 of the Stamp Act, poe that, for the 
purposes of the Act, the expression “ bill of exchange * includes 
(inter alia) “any document or writing (except a bank ae 
entitling or purporting to entitle any 2 aga. whether 

person of « . @ 





therein or not, to payment by any 
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any sum of money”; and the expression *‘ bill of exchange 
payable on demand ” includes (inéer alia) ‘‘ an order for the pay- 
ment of any sum of money out of any particular fund which may 
or may not be available.” The extreme latitude of the earlier 
words has been on several occasions the subject of comment. “A 
document entitling any person to payment by any other person of 
any sum of money ” iucludes, it would seem, almost every docu- 
ment in existence governing pecuniary relations. It would, 
observed JessEt, M.R., in Fisher v. Calvert (27 W. R. 301), 
include a lease containing a covenant for payment of rent ; and in 
Adams v. Morgan (16 L. R. Ir. 140, at p. 144) it was pointed 
out that it would include mortgages, leases, annuity deeds, and 
settlements, all of which are subject to special duties under the 
Act, and cannot therefore need to be stamped as bills of 
exchange. Since, therefore, the earlier part of section 32 must 
clearly be read subject to limitation in order to give it any 
sensible operation, it is permissible to start upon construing the 
later part with the presumption that here, too, the draftsman 
has been too free with his definition, and that in bringing 
within the term “‘ bill of exchange” all orders “‘ for the payment 
of any sum of money out of any particular fund which may or 
may not be available” he has crossed over into the field of 
equitable assignments which are subject to duty under other 
provisions of the Act. 

Where an order for payment of money exhausts the whole 
fund, it is possible to argue that it is not an order for payment 
out of the fund, and upon this ground Srvarrt, V.C., held the 
document in Diplock y. Hammond (2 Sm. & G. 141) to be an 
assignment and not liable to be stamped as a bill of exchange. 
It was addressed to persons liable to pay £365 under a contract, 
and authorized them to pay that sum to a named person. “An 
order to pay or transfer the whole fund,” said Srvart, V.C., 
‘is an equitable assignment of the whole, and is not such an 
instrument as the Act describes.” The Court of Appeal 
(56 D. M. & G. 320), in affirming the Vice-Chancellor’s 
judgment, do not seem to have relied upon this point, but it 
was made the ground of distinction by Bacon, V.C., in Ex parte 
Shellard (supra). There an order had been given for the pay- 
ment of £200 out of moneys payable on completion of a building 
contract, and it was held to be liable to be stamped as a bill of 
exchange. “The present,” said Sir James Bacon, sitting 
as Chief Judge in Bankruptcy, “is an order for payment of 
money out of a particular fund at some future day not then 
fixed. It is liable to be stamped as a bill of exchange, or an 
order for payment not strictly a bill of exchange, but one 
within the meaning of the Stamp Act.” 

But while the document in Ez parte Shellard was in a sense 
an order for the payment of money, it was also a valid assign- 
ment pro tanto of a debt, and since, as such assignment, it fell 
within another head of the Stamp Act it might well have been 
excepted from ‘bill of exchange,” notwithstanding that the 
definition of that term, taken literally, might be held to include 
it. This view of the matter was decisively taken in Buck vy. 
Robsom (supra). There Tare had contracted with Joprtine, to 
build him a steam launch for the sum of £80, the price to be 
paid when the boat should be completed and delivered. 


Bannistek had himself to provide mouey to get the boat 
completed, and he contended that in respect of the further 
advances he had priority to Brice. In this view he was 
supported by Brerr, L.J., who held that one party to a contract 
could not introduce a stranger into it in such a manner as to 
prevent the other party from securing its performance in such 
a manner as he chose. But the majority of the Court of Appeal 
(Corron and Bramwe tt, L.JJ.) took a stricter line, and held 
that the letter constituted a valid equitable assignment, the 
effect of which could not be prejudiced by subsequent advances 
by BannisTER. 

In Brice v. Bannister the question on the Stamp Act did not 
arise, but the importance of the decision for the present 
purpose lies in the fact that the document was emphatically 
treated as an assignment and not as a mere order for payment. 
To this aspect of the case attention was directed in Buck v. 
Robson, “Had the direction to pay the defendant,” said 
Cocxsurn, C.J., referring to Brice v. Bannister, ‘‘ amounted to 
no more than what is technically termed an order for the 
payment of money, the liability of the drawee would have been, 
not to the payee, but to the drawer, and the claim of the latter 
would have been liable to be met by any diminution of the fund 
drawa upon through payments made to or on account of the 
drawer subsequently to the date of the order.” And he 
proceeded to lay down the essential idea of an order for 
payment: “In our acceptation of the term, an order for 
the payment of money presupposes money of the drawer 
in the hands of the party to whom the order is addressed, 
held on the terms of applying such moneys as directed by the 
order of the party entitled to them. No such obligation arises 
out of the ordinary contract for sale.” In other words, an 
order for payment of money, until it is accepted by the person 
to whom it is addressed, raises no obligation between him and 
the payee. Its only effect is that, in pursuance of the relation 
between the drawer and the addressee, the payee will receive 
the money if at the date of presentation sufficient funds are in 
the hands of the addressee. No particular fund or part of a 
fund is appropriated to meet the order. An assigament, on the 
other hand, specifically appropriates a fund or part of a fund, 
and, after notice, the holder of the fund may not deal with it in 
prejudice of the assignment. 

The decision in Buck v. Robson was approved by JzssEL, 
M.R., in Fisher v. Calvert (27 W. R. 301), where there was an 
order for payment of £140 out of moneys due under a will; 
and the question received full and very careful consideration in 
Adams vy. Morgan (14 L. R. Ir. 140). There a sum of £460 was 
due under a contract, and the creditors addressed to the debtors 
a letter authorizing and requesting them to pay to A. ‘‘ the sum 
of £395 10s, due from you to us and the receipt of A. 
will be a good discharge.” In considering whether this docu- 
ment fell within the Stamp Act definition of a biil of exchange, 
the Irish Court of levee laid special stress on the words “‘ out 
of any particular fund which may or may not be available.” 
In a sense, of course, any fund out of which money 
is to be paid may not be available when the 
time for payment comes. But it was considered that the 





During the progress of the work Jortixe advanced to Tare £40 
on account, and Tarz being indebted to Rozson & Son agreed 
to make over to them the further £40 which would be due on 
the completion of the contract. 
letter to Joriixc in which he assigned to Rozson & Son “ the 
sum of £40 or any other sum now due, or that may hereafter 
become due in reepect of the steam Jaunch,” and asked Joriina 
to hold the same at their disposal. It was considered by 
Cocxzvzs, C J., and Metron, J., that there was no substantial 
difference between this letter and the document in Er parte 
Shellard ; but just before Buck vy. Robson the question whether 
such a document constitutes an equitable assignment had arisen 
in Brice v. Bannister (26 W. RB. 670, 8 Q. B. D. 569), and the 
decision there given was regarded as fortifying the result 
arrived at in Buck v. Hobson. In Brice vy. Bannister 
also there was a contract for building a boat, and 
the builder, on wing money from 


@ letter addressed to Banwistzx, for whom the boat was being 
built, ordering Bannistzz to 
Aue g to become due u 


y Buice £100 out of the moneys 
er the contract. In the result 


He accordingly addressed a} 


Rick, gave him | 


words mean more than this, and that the fund must—to 
use the language of Wicram, V.C, in Parsons v. Middleton 
(6 Hare, p. 269)—be in its nature “ precarious” ; it must from 
the beginning be quite uncertain whether the fund will be 
‘available or not. Such uncertainty cannot be said to exist 
_ where a specified fund is actually due or is to accrue due under 
| @ contract, and this is a further reason for excluding orders for 
| payment out of a defined fund from the term ‘‘ bill of exchange.” 
| Lhe result appears to be that if there is a debt due or to accrue 
due from A., which in the ordinary course will be payable to B., 
and not simply held at B.’s disposal, an order for payment out 
of that fund given by B. in favour of C. pperates as an equit- 
able assignment, and must be stamped as such. In case of 
doubt, however, since the alternative 1s that the instrument may 
be a bill of exchange payable on demand, it should be given 
on a penny stamp, and the question of the correct stamp be 
reserved. 








It is stated that Sir John Day has returned to London very much 
improved in health. 
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THE NEW PATENT OFFICE LIBRARY. 


THE early part of the coming year will see the completion and opea- 
ing of the new Patent Office Library and offices which have 
in the course of reconstruction during some years. This will be 
anything but an unwelcome event to those who are interested in 
patents and patent law, and who are familiar with the inconveniences 
of the present temporary cramped premises ia Bishop’s-court, 


Chancery-lane. 

Very little, comparatively, of the new building is to 
be seen from the street, the greater part by far, includ- 
ing the whole of the library, being hidden behind the build- 
ings on the east side of Chancery-lane, between Took’s-court 
and Southampton - buildings. But in Southampton - buildings 
and adjoining Stavle-inn there riees a tall facade—a litrle 
plain for the most part, but dignified and chaste—of four storeys. 
The main portion of the Southampton- buildings elevation is slightly 
recessed back from the portico covering the principal entrance, 
and the wings at either end are again brought slightly forward. 
This is the more elwborate part of the front, with its pillars and 
pilasters, carved oaken doors and ornamented gables, the desi 
being repeated, though not quite so elaborately, in either of the 
wings. The gables aud windows remind one strongly of the archi- 
tecture in vogue in the Jacobwan period, with the exception—rather 
to be regretted, one feels inclined to think, from the esthetic point 
of view—tbat the brickwork, instead of being of the familiar red 
associated with Hatfield House and such-like buildings, is of the grey 
Suffolk variety, which has the advantage probably of withstanding 
the effects of London’s sulphur-laden atmosphere much more 
effectually. 

This is the main entrance, giving accets to the building to the 
public. Immediately within the doorway, right and left, are spaces, 

set apart by oak and glass partitions, which serve for the accom- 
modation of messengers, who will answer inquiries and pilot visitors 
to the various rooms or departments of which they are in search, or 
to the part of the building where they can obtain further informa- 
tion, a very necessary arrangement in view of the extent of ground 
covered by the structure and the large number of rooms occu- 
pied by the various officials, which number something like 
250. Yet further within are waiting rooms on either side, and 
across the corridor, which runs almost entirely rouud the whole 
building, separating the offices occupied by the officials from the 
part devoted to the public, is the vestibule outside the library. This 
isa very handsome portion of the builoing with its four rows of columns 
and pilasters, its ceiling pavelled and moulded in fine taste, and its 
big window at the further end giving all the light possible. The 
lighting of the building throughout, both by natural and artificial 
means, it may be mentioned, has been one of the chief considerations 
of the architect. The floor here, as everywhere else with the excep- 
tion of the library, is of scagliola marble with tesselated edgings and 
other ornamental work. 

The library, which is reached from the vestibule through oak, glass- 
panelled doors, is naturally the chief feature of the structure. It covers 
a space of 150 feet in length by 60 feet in breadth, whilst the roof 
tises to a height of upwards of 50 feet from the queted floor 
below. Round the wails run a couple of lotty, though not too lofty, 
galleries, supported by iron columns of the Corinthian order. These 
galleries serve a very useful purpose. Lofty as they are, they are yet 
not nearly so lofty as were the rooms in the old building, which had 
no galleries, and therefore rendered the use of tall ladders necessary 
for obtaining books from the upper shelves. As our readers probably 
know, those who use the Patent Office Library are permitted 
to take the books from the shelves themselves without the necessity 
for filling up forms or waiting whilst an attendant leisurely gets the 
volume of which they are in need. In the new livrary everything 
will be practicelly hand-bigh, and if ladders are n at all, 
they will, happily, scarcely deserve the title, for they will be merely 
the ordinary short library steps. The centre of the grouud-floor of 
the jibrary will be furnished with oaken tables and chairs, and the 
ends of the bookcases will be of oak; but here the use of 
wood will case, for the hbrary is im every otner respect 
either of iron, stone, or concrete, so that the danger from fire 
has been minimiz+d to’ the utmost degree. Even the bookcases 
are extirely of iron, and by an ingenious arrangement known as 
Gardner's Patent, the iron supports to the shelves can be readily 
moved up and down to suit the size of the particular books intended 
for the shelves which are to carry them. Indeed, safety from fire has 
throughout the building been one ot the chief considerations, and the 
windows themselves are practically fire-proof; for instead of consisting 
of large sheets of plate glass, they are gl»zed in small squares set in 
copper bands by the Luxfer electric precess, so that in the event of a 

occurring, the swall squares would simply crack without ae 
or falling out. Further, the building iteelt is almost entirely isolated, 
& wice courtyard opening it on at least two sides from the rest of the 

i 


In addition to the numerous windows in the walls, the roof is of glass, . 
and there is a clerestory which is practically all window. Farther, 
as @ precaution sgainst fire, the roof, where it is not glass, instead of 
being slated, is covered with iron plates three-eighths of an inch in 
thickaoess. With its arched ribs and tastefal mouldings it is one of 
the prettiest bits of work of the kind to be fouxd in the metropolis. 
Tron staircases at either end lead to the gallaries, the upper of which 
will be open only to ticket-holders. Here wi'l be kept the majority 
of the law books. The library contains only such legal worrs as 
offect matters of patent law, trade-marks, and desigas, but its collec- 
tion of volumes on these and co; subj-cts, such as the Merchandize 
Marks Acts, not only so far asthe United Kingdom 1s concerned, but 
also relating to the Colonies and to foreign countries, is such as no other 
library can attempt to equal. Ove reason for confioing the use of the 
upper gallery to ticket-holders is that the class of p-rsons who 
conduct their own cases may be kept out of the library as mach as 
possible. It appears that there are people who resort to the library 
to ee > the law in such matters as a and other acti ns, 
and with the view of recoverm perty, and so on—a purpose 
for which the library was ~ ig intended. But the solicitor 
using the library for the purpose, say, of discovering whether 
a client can register a trade-mark in Fiji, and whether there is any 
patent law there, will be able to get the information as readily 
as has been the case hitherto, and he will have access to a collection 
of foreign laws which cannot be obtained anywhere else. The entire 
number of volumes in the library is something like a hundred 
thousand, and these are already beginning to find their way by slow 
degrees to the new premises. The law books already occupy a con- 
siderable amount of space in the upper gallery. The furniture and 
pone. — the new library will have cost about £10,000 before it is 
completed, 

Here, too, as elsewhere throughout the building, the heating and 
ventilation are prominent features. The warmth is provided by 
means of hot water radiators, the air being drawn in from outside the 
buildings, heated by the radiators, and after it has circulated through 
the room, extracted by electric fans and carried off through the roof. 
The temperature is ted by the spred at which the fans are made 
to revolve, so that the touching of a button at once raises or lowers the 
heat #s may be desired. As for the current which supplies the fans 
avd also the electric lights—the building is lighted by electricity, on 
the incandescent principle, throughout —the wires are «very 
laid in tubes so that no fusing can occur, and they cannot be affected 
by damp. The supply is plentiful everywhere, bat the liorary is 
particularly well-lignted by a numb-r of electroliers in wrought iron 
= ro seat design, and in me ger pbumerous a = 
ights depend from the ceilings of the e delicacy 
strength of desiga of the balusters and tee throughout is 
& prominent feature. 

From the library a bridge will lead to the sales department, the 
entrance to which from the outside is at the end of Quality-court. 
This will be a great improvement upon the old ts, which 
meant the descent of a staircase from the second floor, the traversing 
a long, badly-lighted passage, and leaving the main building to 
reach the department. This i it itself was re- 
constructed several years since as a part of the whole scheme, as a 
glance at the time-stained stone front in Quality-court will shew. 
A circular staircase of Yorkshire silex, chosen for its hardness and 
good wearing qualities, and with an iron balustrade of artistic design, 
gives access to the first floor. The staircase is brightly lighted by 
windows and by a panelled and moulded dome. On this floor is the 
yeas - — Po —~ the vestibule, and of the Baga 
imensions. t is a lofty, well-proportioned apartment, with a 
waggon-shaped panelled roof, sapported by [onic pi ; well 
lighted from either end ; a pleasant alcove on the eastern side, and in 
every way fi ted for the p for which it is intended. Tne 
furniture and fittings are of polished oak. 
Na‘urally, in these days, th-re are electric lifts here and there for 
the carriage of bovks (there are no lees than three in the library) and 
other articles from fluor to floor. Every floor is provicted with its 
hydrants and hose in the event of fire, and at various points there are 
extincteurs for coping with a small outbreak. 
The building. although it is considerably larger than that which it 
has dis , and, of course, much more commodious, does not extend 
beyond the old site, But certain gardens and courtyards which were, 
from a utilitarian point of view, pers woe have now been built 
upon and the entire space turned to the advantage. The c st of 
the new portion which is to be shortly opened, and which oompries 
the Southampron-bui dings front and the library, has been £70,000. 
Mr, Hy. Tauner is the architect, and Messrs. Perry & Co. the con- 
tractors. 








In order to suit the convenience of students, Professor Macdonell has 
decided to 5 his lectures on “ Law” at University 
College, London, over a longer and to lecture once a week only. 





block. The lighting of the library, by the way, is particularly brilliant. 


The lectures will-be given on Tuesdays at five o'clock. 
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REVIEWS. 
THE LAW OF COMPANIES. 


Law AND PRACTICE IN RELATION TO COMPANIES UNDER THE Com- 
PANIES ‘ LAUSES ACTS, 1845 To 1889, AnD UNDER THE COMPANIES 
Acts, 1862 To 1900. WiTH APPENDICES CONTAINING NTATUTES 
RELATING TO OR AFFECTING COMPANIES, AND ORDERS, RUL«sS, &¢., 
FOR THE REGULATION OF PROCEEDINGS. By WILLIAM DoNALDSON 
Rawtuins, K C., and the Hon. Matcotm Martin MAcnaGHTEN, 
Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth & Oo. 


This work is by no means to be classed with the numerous array 
of books which were called into existence by the Companies Act, 
1900. It is an independent and important treatise on company law, 
begun—so it is stated in the preface—nearly two years before the 
commencement of the new Act, and its appearance is a matter of 
more than usual interest. The first point which demands notice is 
the inclusion in one volume of the Companies Clauses Acts, 1845 to 
1889, and of the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. The two 
series of Acts deal, of course, with different classes of companies, and 
it has not been usual to associate them in the same book Still, the 
Acts, though distinct, run on parallel lines, and the plan which the 
authors have adopted will doubtless be found to be of considerable 
practical advantage. 

The next featare of importance is the attempt that has been made, 
with praiseworthy success, to consolidate the verious Acts in each 
series. The general plan of the bovk is to present the text of the 
Acts in bold type as the principal contents, aud to relegate tne 
commentary to f otnotes; and the consolidation has been effected by 
inte: polating the provisions of the later statutes in their appropriate 
places in the principal Acts—namely, the Companies Clauses Act, 
1845, and toe Companies Act, 1862. In the case of the f-rmer Act 
the task has been comperatively slight. This Act, which applies 
only to companies incorporated under special Acts, has, like the 
kindred Iegisia'ion of the Lands Clauses and Railways Clauses Acts 
of the same , stood the test of time well and the amending 
statutes have been few. The whole series occupies with the notes 
only a hu: dred p»ges, or less than a quarter of the space devoted to 
the Companies Acts. In respect of these the task of the Legislature 
has been more severe, and the amendments made in the Act of 1862 
have not always been successful. Notable examples are afford-d by 
sections 25 and 38 of the Act of 1867, which have now been repealed 
by the Act of 1900. Tne Actws governing companies incorporated by 
regis'ratiun already, as the au bors point out, number fifteen, and 
no one would think of claiming fineaity for the ]~test of the series. 
The cons hdativg of these in the manner here adopted, the ugh for 
mscy purp ees desirable, is, howev-r, a di-advantage when the reader 
wishes to refer to the eutire provi-ions of a par‘icular statute, and, 
moreover, toe fulness of the fo tnot+s frequently interropts the 
easy reading of the statutes above them. To meet thes 
objections the Companies Acts are printed over again in an 
app-ndix and referenc s are there given to the corre-ponding parts 
of the body of the work. In this, as well as in other matters—sucn, 
for mstance, as the ma ginal reference at the top of each page to the 
section and the date of the Act which is bring dealt with—practical 
convenience has been carefully studi+d. 

But the arrangement of the text of the statutes is a slight matter 
compered with the prepsration of the commentary which forms an 
essential part of a work such as the present. In this the authors 
have adopted wht is perhsps the most convenient course in dealing 
with s branch of law so largely dependent upon positive enactment. 
The not-s form a running commentary on the successive sections, the 
particular words which ca/l for annotation being prefixed to the note 
im prominent type. Ths is not, perhaps, an ideally perfect 
way of writng a trestise on company law, but it is one 
whch corr-sponds to the actual use which a lawyer mazes 
of the Acts. He has litle difficuity im finding the relevant 
section; what he rquirs is a compendious and accurate state- 
ment of the cases which have been decided on it. A few examples 
will shew that this requirement is her- adequat-ly met At p. 131, 
for instance, the cases as to the principles upon which capital may be 
reduced are collected; at p. 216 there is an elabo-ate discussion of 
what is s cash consideratiou—a question perpetuat-d by the tanguage 
of secion 7 of the Act of 1900; at p. 223 the subject of the reliet to 
be 0° tainea for fraadulent s'at-ments m a prosprctas 18 exhaustively 
considered ; »nd at p. 512 there is a neat resumé . f the cases ou the 
distinction between capit-] aud profis in re-pect of payment of 
Gividends. We msy add that th- volume is enriched by vecasivnal 
2no-es which throw light ov the history of c mpany legisiation, such 
as the note at p. 107 on the statut-s which preceded the Act of 
1862 aud by references to the repurt of the C.mpanies Committe 
ot 1895. er the work is s valuable a/ldition to the books 
ee ee ee en ee OI 





DANIELL’S CHANCERY FORMS. 


DANIELL’s CHANCERY Forms. ForMsS AND PRECEDENTS OF PRO- 
CEEDINGS IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION OF THE HiGH CouRT OF 
JUSTICE, AND ON APPEAL THEREFROM. FiFrrH EDITION, WITH 
SUMMARIES OF THE RULES OF THE SUPREME COURT; PRAOTIOAL 
Notes; AND REFERENCES TO THE SEVENTH EDITION OF ‘*‘ DANIELL’S 
CHANCERY Practice.” By CHARLES BURNEY, B.A. (Oxon.), a 
Master of the Supreme Court, one of the Editors of the ‘‘ Annual 
Practice.” Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


With a book of practice it is essential that it should be as near by as 
ible up to dste; and therefore we are glad to welcome a new 
edition of ‘‘ Daniell’s Chancery Forms,” intended, we understand, to 
be practically simultaneous with new editions of “‘ Daniell’s Chancery 
Practice” and ‘‘ Seton,”’ all three editions containing cross-references 
to each other. Between the ‘ Practice” and the ‘ Forms” 
especially, the connection is very close, and, as stated in the 
preface to the ‘Forms,” the sequence of subjects there 
adopted follows that of the ‘‘ Practice,” and references to the 
‘* Practice” are given as pert of the heading of each chapter aud 
section, whilst under the marginal note of each form a note has been 
inserted, wherever practicable, referring to the particular pages in the 
** Practice”? which trest of the subject matter of the form. The 
sixteen years which have elapsed since the last edition of the 
‘* Forms” have not been fertile in substantial changes of procedure, 
but there have been changes in detul, such as in the form of 
originating summonses, and the work has throughout been subjected 
to careful revision, ‘‘ Every effort,” the editor states, ‘‘ has been made to 
discard forms which seemed on consideration to have become obsolete 
and useless, whilst on the other hand many new forms, necessitated by 
the requirements of modern practice, have been introduced.” This work 
of revision is specially apparent in the Jatter part of the book, which 
deals with proceedings under the statutory jurisdiction of the court. 
Thus the various applications required to be made in relation to trusts 
are now made under the Trustee Act, 1893, which has a separate 
section allotted to it, and altog-+ther new are the forms for use under 
the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, the Companies Acts, 1898 and 
1900, and the Finance Act, 1894. The Arbitration Act, 1889, has 
also neces-itated the revision of the forms dealiug with arbicrations. 
But while these statutory matters form a ready index of the 
thoroughnees with which the book has been edited, its chief 
utility lies in the mass of forms dealing with ordinary points of 
Chancery procedure, which are not greatly liable to fluctuation. but 
which the practitioner contiuually requires to have ready to his 
hand. Perhaps the most generally useful chapter in the book is 
Ch»pter XVIL., on ‘‘ Proceedings in the Jusges’ Chambers,” which 
ou: lines the general course of proceedings in chambers, gives in detail 
the procedure cn originating suwmons, and shews the mode by which 
judgments and orders are to be worked out. In these and other 
matters of procedure, the practitioner is able either to lay his hand 
readily on the form which ne requires or upon one which will serve 
asamodel. The book is too well estsblisued in professional favour to 
stand in need of commendation, but its reputation is likely to be 
enhanced by the present edition. 





THE ANNUAL PRACTICE. 


THE ANNUAL PRACTICE, 1902: BEING A COLLECTION OF THE 
STaTUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES RELATING TO THE GENERAL 
PRACTICE, PROCEDURE, AND JURISDIOTION OF THE SUPREME 
Court. WitH Norss, Forms, &c. By THomas Snow, M.A., 
Barrister-at-Law, CHARLES BURNEY, B.A., a Master of the 
Supreme Court, and Francis A. STRINGER, of the Central Office, 
Roysl Courts of Justice. In Two VoLumzEs. Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The ‘‘ White Book” reappears this time without any material 
change. Duri:g the year the rule-mak:ng authority has beea 
inactive, and there is but lutle to record int: e way ot new rules. The 
rules of November, 1900, i troduced the practive (disvussed at p. 35) 
of associating the judges of the Chancery Division in pairs, avd by toe 
rules of July, 1901, which came into operstion «n the 24th of October, 
additional facili:ies are givento clients for obtaining a settlement with 
their solicitors. Toen there were the draft ruies of Aagust which 
promised a wholesale revision of the procedure on taxation, but these 
stall remei» in draft. The editurs, however, on the chance that they 
may be adopted, bave priuted them at the end of Vulume II., and 
have ins+rted reterenc-s to them uuder such of the rules of order 65 
ss may be affected. In addition to meorporating the above watters 
some minor changes have been made, and special parts of the work, 
it ix steted, have been revised by their authors. Thu in Vulume IL, 
certain resolutions of the General Council of the Bar on euqnette 
have been suse: ted, and iu Volume I. Mr. Bray and Dr. Blake Odgers 
have revised respectively the notes ou Discovery and Inspection, and 
on Pleading. But any general change in the work is, of course, 
not to be expected, and, unless consequent upon a general change of 
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North British and Mercantile 
Insurance Company. 


FIRE, LIFE, AND ANNUITIES. 
Incorporated by Royal Charter and Special Acts of Parliament. Established 1809. 


Authorised Capital, £3,000,000; Subscribed Capital, £2,750,000 ; Paid-up Capital, £687,500. 


President—HIS GRACE THE DUKE OF SUTHERLAND. ice-President—THE MOST ree THE MARQUIS OF ZETLAND, K.T. 
Chairman of the enn Court—QUINIIN HOGG, 


LONDON DIRECTORS. 
Chairman—ALEXANDER H. CAMS. Esq. 'y-Chairman—The Hon. CHARLES N, LAWaaee, 
CHARLES MORRISON, Esq. The Rt. Hon. Lord HILLINGDON, | OAS. J. OATER "scort. Esq. | VINCENT R. HO 
JOHN SANDERSON, Esq. ALEX. D. KLEINWORT, Esq. HUBER? F, BARCLAY, Esq HERBERT R, ARBU SEN » Eaq. 
JOHN PIERPONT MORGAN, Jun., Esq. BRUNO SCHRODER, 

Managers of Fire Department—W. T. PRICE and J. M. 0. JOHNSTON. | Sub-Manager of Foreiga Jepartment—PHILIP WINSOR. 
Manager of Life Department and Acme HENRY COCKBURN, F.LA,, F.F,A.| Sub-Manager of |.ife — PRINGLE, 
Secretary—F. W. LANCE. Solicitors—BIROHAM & OO 

EDINBURGH DIRECTORS. 

DAVID B. ba ge gd Esq. | Sir JAS. H. pag — Bart. | Lieut.-Col. ROBERT DUNDAS. 











The Rt. Hon. THE EARL OF ELGIN, KG, 

RALPH DUNDAS, th. 2 Sir CHARLES B. JOHN SITWELL th ee Esq. THOMAS 8. ESSON, Esq. 

JOHN WHARTON TO CARLES Cc. MACONOCELE, Esq. ——— cova, © ROBERT OR Js8, 

Me ger—PHILIP™ R. D. MACLAGAN. ecretary—H. J. STEVENSON Actuary—THOMAS WALLACE, LA., F.F.A, 
Auditor—JAMES HALDANE, Chartered Accountant. solreitece  gtaet%s & WILSON, 0.8. 


TOTAL FUNDS at Sist DEC., 1900, 614,732,681. REVENUE FOR THE YEAR 1900. 


Paid-up Capita... ua “ pan proces 0 0O| From Fire Department— 
Balance of Profit ‘and Loss ... ies aA one son én an «. 649,735 8 8 Net Premiums, Interest, &c. _.... = a one ooo on «>. 21,655,244 14 0 
Fire Reserves, &c.__.. oF 2. 283,981 5 8 | From Life Department— 
Life Fund—Accumulated Fund of the Life Branch ... £8, 364, 461 15 7 Net Premiums, Interest, &c. ... 21,106,016 4 6 
Accumulated Fund of the Sansie Annuity Premiums (including £190, 641 158. by single 
Branch an _ .. 2,847,002 8 9 payments) and Interest 306,663 12 7 
— 1,412,678 17 1 


££8,067,993 11_1 


The Accumulated Funds of the Life Department are free from liability in respect of the Fire Department, and in like manner the Accumulated Funds of the Fire Department Department 
are free from liability in respect of the Life Department.. 





11,211,464 4 4 | 
£14,732,689 18 8 | 
—— 





Prospectuses and every information can be obtained at the Chief Offices: 


LONDON: 61, THREADNEEDLE STREET, E.C. EDINBURGH: 64, PRINCES STREET. 


LONDON (WEST END BRANCH): 8, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 


Roval Exchanae Assurance. 


Incorporated A.D. 1720, 














Head Office: ROYAL EXCHANGE, LONDON, E.C. 





FUNDS IN HAND (exceed) £4,600,000. 
CLAIMS PAID (exceed) - £40,000,000. 


FIRE. LIFE. SEA. ANNUITIES. 
Personal Accident. Employers’ Liability. 


APPLY FOR FOLL PROSPECTUS. 








W. N. WHYMPER, SECRETARY. 
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The Most Marvellous Invention of the Age 


“Angelus Orchestral” Piano-Player, 


Which brings within reach of Everyone the World’s Musical Masterpieces. 











The “ Angelus’? will play any piano, and can be used by a child. Its 
Chopin repertoire is absolutely unlimited, including the best in classic, operatic, dance 
and song music. The expres-ion and time being at the will of the performer, 
all idea of merely mechanical music is lost, The touch, technique and inter- 
Beethoven pretation of the most difficult music leave nothing to be desired, making the 
instrument a delight to the most cultivated musician, as well as to the ordinary 
lover of music. 
Mozart In addition to these advantages the ‘‘ Angelus”’ is an Organ in itself, and 
can be played with or without the piano. Some of the most beautiful effects 
imaginable can thus be produced—starting, for instance, with piano alone, then 
Wagner changing to organ, and ending with both together. The varied range and 
marvellous results of this triple combination may be better imagined than 
Verdi ee 

The “‘ Angelus’’ is the original Piano-Player, and with it you can produce 
effects not possible with any other. Free demonstrations all day, to which 
anyone interested is heartily invited. 






































Gounod 





March 24th, 1901. _ 
** T have heard the * Angelus Orchestral’ for the first time, and am amazed at the Plays any Piano, 
Bach tone and combination of this instrument. ee ee 
“* Tt has always been my ideal to hear the short notes in connection with the long ones, 
and it is the ambition of all intelligent pianists to sustain the tone in some manner or Recently purchased by H.I. the King of 
What »&> other. This is all embodied in the * Angelus Orchestral’ ; and, therefore, listening to Portugal and H1.[1. the King of Greece. 
Josef this instrument affords exquisite pleasure, and is a boon to ali lovers of mustc. 
‘‘ ENCLOSED PLEASE FIND MY CHEQUE for the ‘ Angelus Orchestral,’ purchased for If you cannot call but would like 
- . . . . . . furth i ler, d f N 
my home in Berlin. You will kindly ship the instrument and muste as soon as possible, F ree. an er i aeeee ole dead 
as I want to enjoy it upon my return to Berlin.’’ JOURNAL 


J. Herbert Marshall, Regent House, 233b, Regent “Street, London, W. (osion Circus. 
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procedure, is perhaps not to be desired. If, however, such chan 
ever comes it may be hoped that compression will follow in the 
“ White Book.” Mesnwhile a little more care might sometimes be 
given to relieve the practitioner of doubts raised by the and to 
state what is the actual practice. At p. 617, North, J., in wis Vv. 
Galmoye (40 Ch. D. 355), is still quoted as suggesting that an applica- 
tion to attach may be made in the Chancery Division by summons in 
chambers, though we believe the statement of the Court of Appeal at 
an earlier stage of the same case (39 Ch. D. 322) has prevailed, and 
that in practice all such applications are made by motion. This is 
just one of those practical points on which a book of practice should 
be a guide. The copy before us is on thin paper and is bound in one 
volume. In spite of ite 2000 pages it is possible to handle it without 
inconvenience, 





THE YEARLY PRACTICE. 


THE YEARLY SUPREME CouRT PRACTICE, 1902: BEING THE JUDICATURE 
AoTs AND RULES, 1873 to 1901, AND OTHER STATUTES AND ORDERS 
RELATING TO THE PRACTICE OF THE SUPREME COURT, WITH THE 
APPELLATE PRACTICE OF THE HovusE oF LorpDs. WITH PRACTICAL 
Norges. By M. Murr Mackenzig, B.A.,, a Bencher of the Middle 
Temple; S G Lusxutnerton, M.A., B.O.L., Barrister-at-Law; and 
JoHN CHARLES Fox, a Master of the Su: e Court; Assisted by 
A C. McBarnzt, B.A., and ARCHIBALD 
Temple. In OnE VoLUME. Butterworth & Co. 


The “‘ Yearly Practice” now appears for the fourth time, and it 
has obviously come to stay. It has sev istinguishing features of 
undoubted utility. The numerous Judicature Acts are consolidated, 
so that the various provisions on any one point can be found in the 
same place, and to obviate any difficulty that may arise in tracing 
particular enactments, a very clearly arranged table of the 
consolidated statutes has been prepsred, shewing where each section 
has been inserted in the Judicature Act of 1873, and at what page 
itis to be fourd. The statutes—more especially sections 24 and 25 
of the Act of 1873, and section 10 of that of 1875—have 
been the subject of numerous decisions, and these are stated 
fully and with as much conciseness as is icable. Inasmuch, 
however, as many of the matters dealt with are more con- 
cerned with substantive law than with procedure, it is a question 
whether practice books might not to a large extent be relieved of 
them. The Rules of the Supreme Court are priated continuously, the 
annotations being inserted as footnotes. The present edition has 
little to tell of new rules—though it includes at p. 627 the new draft 
rules on taxation—but the annual crop of cases leaves its mark upon 
the notes. These, we are glad to see, while they give the authorities 
which the practitioner requires, do not overload the book, and the 
editors have succeeded in keeping the volume within manageable 


‘compass. Moreover in the more important notes—such as that on 


special indorsements at p. 143—the cases have been carefully 
arranged, so that their effect can be readily appreciated: Another 
similar example is furnished by the list of cases at p. 562, giving 
in tabular form the effect of the decisions upon time for appealing and 
other kindred matters. The book has been very carefally edited, and 
it is at once practical and convenient to use. 





POOR LAW. 


Tue Poor Law STATUTES: COMPRISING THE STATUTES IN FORCE 
RELATING TO THE Poor, AND TO GUARDIANS, OVERSEERS, AND 
OTHER Poor Law AUTHORITIES AND OFFICERS, FROM ELIZABETH 
to Enp oF VioTror1A, Wita Notes anp CaAsEs. IN THREE 
Votumes. By James Brooke Litre, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Vou. Il. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


The previous volume brought the statutes down to the end of the 
reign of William IV.; the present, starting with the first year of the 
late Quesn, includes the Acts down to the year 1876; references to 
later Acts and to orders and regulations made under them are 
frequent throughout the work. Mr. Brooke Little has continued his 
laborious task with conspicuous success ; he has no pains to make 
this collection of statutes complete, and with this object he has (in 
our view very wisely) included Acts which at first sight seem to bear 
only remotely upon the Poor Law. For instance, the Betting Act, 
1853, ar d the Gaming House Act, 1854, are i: cluded a share 
of the penalties under those Acts go m relief of the r rate; 
portions of Acts relating to rauways fiud a place as relating to the 
assessment of railway property to the r rate. The notes are 
concise and accurate, but it is as a collection of the statutes them- 
selves that the work will be chiefly valued. There is a good index ; 
but it would be a great assistance to the reader if in the fival volume 
the short titles of Acts were given in the headline of one side of the 
peges on of only the regnal year and chapter which now appear 
on both sides, 


, B.A., of the Inner 





CRIMINAL LAW. 


THE PRINCIPLES OF THE CRIMINAL Law: A ConcisE EXPOSITION OF j 


THE NATURE OF CRIME. THE VARIOUS OFFENCES PUNISHABLE BY 

THE ENGLISH LAW, THE LAw OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE, AND THE 

Law or Summary Convictions. WITH TABLE OF OFFENCES, 

THEIR PUNISHMENTS AND STATUTES, TABLES OF CASES, &c. 

By Szymovur F. Harris, B.C.L., M A. (Oxon.). Nuvyra Eprrron. 

By Caries L. ATTENBOROUGH, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & 

Haynes. 

This well-known students’ text-book of the Criminal Law has 
certainly lost nothing in the hands of its present editor, who has 
succeeded in adding to the already high reputation of the work. It 
is a well-written book, and no student who fairly masters its contents 
need fear to face the examiver. The t edition calls for few 
comments, as it differs so very slightly from the eighth edition. This, 
however, is due only to the fact that there have been so few changes 
in, or additions to, this branch of the law in the brief period which 
separates the een of the eighth edition from that of the ninth. 
The little that had to be done in the way of revision has been well 
done; and if the student will read the Preface for one Act which did 
not become law ti!l the book was in the press, he will be able to 
bring his reading of the subject quite down to the present day. 





LICENSING LAW. 


THE JusTICEs’ HANDBOOK ON LICENSING: BEING A CoNCISE TREATISE 
ON THE PROCEEDINGS BEFORE JUSTICES AT BREWSTER SESSIONS, 
TRANSFER SESSIONS AND PETTY SESSIONS, RELATING TO THE 
Retart Sate oF InroxicaTine Liquors. TOGETHER WITH A 
SUMMARY OF THE PRINCIPAL OFFENCES BY LICENSED PERSONS. 
By W. H. Foysrer, Solicitor and Notary, Clerk to the Salford 
Justices. Shaw & Sons, 

The author of this tiny work tells us that it is intended 
chiefly for the use of lay magistrates and others interested 
in the subject. It may be of use in giving such persons an 
outline of the subject, and serving as an introduction to a study 
of the subject. But as the whole work contaivs only about as many 
words as are contained in twenty pages of ‘ Paterson,” it is to 
be feared that the author will be disappointed in his hope that it will 
be found useful to the legal profession. In fact the author has 
attempted the impossible, that 1s to give a rea'ly valuable summary 
of this intricate subject in so small a space. Nevertheless the attempt 
is a praiseworthy one, and the little book contains more accurate in- 
oe tban could be reasonably expected to exist in one so 
small. 





GAS AND WATER. 


MICHAEL AND WILL ON THE LAW RELATING To GAs AND WATER. 
Fiera Eprtion. By JoHuN Surress Wii1, K.C. Butterworth & 


Co. 

Tbis new edition will be very acceptable. Itis astandard law book 
and something more. Lawyers will find in it a complete collection of 
the statute and case law on gas and water; laymen with a leani 
towards the engineering and scientific side of the subject will fod 
much to interest them—as, for instance, the very valuable suggestions 
of the late Sir Robert Rawlinson as to the principles of water suppl 
and the elaborate directions as to the testing of Sno enttens couteleee 
in the most recent ‘‘ notification” of the metropolitan gas referees, 
London receives special treatment, as was bound to be the casein view 
of thespecial legislation as toitsgasand water ; three metropolitan Acts 
are given in extenso. The case law stands the test of a search for the 
most recent decisions ; the index is fairly good, but would be improved 
by more cross references, The part of the book dealing with water 
rad no means confined to the law, or to the supply of that com- 
modity ; such subjects as the rights of riparian owners and of the 
public in the waters of streams, the pollution of rivers and the law 
relating to underground waters are all treated. The forms of water 
and gas bills and clauses will be found useful, but the book must 
not be taken as covering Parliamentary procedure and practice. 





CONVEYANCING. 


PrIDEAUX's PRECEDENTS IN CONVBYANCING, WITH DISSERTATIONS 
on ITs Law AND Practick&. EIGHTEENTH BprTion. By JoHN 
WHITCOMBE and BENJAMIN LENNARD CHERRY, LL.B, Barristers- 
at-Law. In Two VoLuMEs. Stevens & S.ne (Limited). 


The co-operation of a new editor in the present edition of this work 
(which ought long ago to have been noticed) ts sig: alized by con- 
siderable improvemeuts. In the first place, the precedents have beea 
increased in namber. The conditions of sale now include a form 
of conditions on a sale by the court; to the agreements for sale 
there are added forms of agreements for sale of a reversion and 
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of policies of assurance ; three new precedents have been inserted 


in the already ample forms contained under the head of 
Purchase s, and a form of deed to convert a long term of 


years into a fee simple by the executors of a deceased owner now 
ry under the head of Enlargement of Term Deeds. There are 
similar additions to most of the other headings in Volume I. In 
Volume II. there has been introduced a convenient classification of 
the different precedents under general headings and separate sub- 
heads. The dissertations, to which the work owes so much of its 
popularity, have been carefully revised and added to, and the recent 
cases have been incorporated. This edition, in fact, has been very 
carefully edited, and is likely to keep up the reputation of the book. 





AGRICULTURAL HOLDINGS, 


AGRICULTURAL Hotpincs: THE AGRICULTURAL HoxpineGs AcTs 
1883 AND 1900, AND OTHER AGRICULTURAL STATUTES, INCLUDING 
THOSE RELATING TO DisTRESS, GAME, AND WORKMEN'S COM- 
PENSATION. ARRANGED. WITH NOTES AND Forms, by J. M. 
Lzty, M.A., and W. Hanzury Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barristers-at 
Lew. (Founpep on LELY AND PEARCE’'S AGRICULTURAL 
Hotpines.) William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


We have always desired to have a new edition of Lely and Pearce’s 
Agricultural Holdings—a book which was distinguished by a laudable 
desire to face the difficulties of construction arising on the Act of 
1883, and we welcome the appearance of an evlarged and greatly 
improved issue. This is ically a new work, covering all 
the “‘ agricultural statutes,” including those relating to distress, 
game, and workmen’s compensation. This last is, of course, now an 
important matter for the consideration of farmers, and it bas been 
dealt with very satisfactorily in the chapters on the Workmen’s 
Com tion Acts, 1897 and 1900, at p. 368, e¢ seg. The notes 
on Agricultural Holdings Acts sre in general admirably framed, 
and bring together all the decisions of the Supreme Courts and some 
of the more important county ccurt decisions. There are a large 
number of forms given in Chapter 10. The book is likely to be found 
of great service to the advisers of Jandowners and farmers. 





THE COMMON LAW. 


Prisciptes oF THE Common Law: INTENDED FOR THE USE OF 
STUDENTS AND THE PRoFEssion. By JoHN INDERMADR, Solicitor 
Nuvrn Eprrion. Stevens & Haynes. 

Not much need be said of a work which has reached a ninth 
edition ; that is tolerably clear proof of its merits. But we may add 
that the portions of it we have examined shew careful consideration 
in the way of revision, addition of new cases and elimination of old 
omes. By this means the suthor has succeeded in incorporating the 
new law and legislation without materially increasing the size of the 
book. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Roman Law and History in the New Testament. 
Szprmcs Buss, LL.B. Rivingtons. 

An Epitome of the Law affecting Marine Insurance. By LAWRENCE 
Duckworth, Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. . 

On the Divisible Profits of Companies. By A. A. Jamzs, F.C.A. 

jice-President of the Institute). A Paper read at the Autumnal 

ing of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England and 
Wales, held at Birmingham on Friday, 11th of October, 1901. 
Gee & Co. 

The Criminal Code of Canada and the Cansda Evidence Act, with 
their Amendments, including the Amending Acts of 1900 and 1901, and 
extra Appendices, Containing the Imperial Criminal Evidence Act, 
oreign Enlistment Act, the Canadian Interpretation Act Amend- 
ment Act, the Victoria Day Act, the Demise of the Crown Acts, the 
Alien Labour Act, the Y Territory Acts, the Canadian Fugitive 
Offenders Act and Extradition Acts, the Extradition Convention with 
the United States, and a list of Extradition Treaties. &c. 
CramxsHaw, B.C.L, Barrister, Montreal Bar. Second LEdstion. 
Montreal: C. Theoret. 

Waterlow Bros. and Layton’s Legal Diary and Almanac for 1902, 
containing 2 List of Stamp Duties from 1804 to the Present Time, 
with ions as to Stamping and Allowance for Spoiled Stamp, 
Every Day in the Year, Suggestions on Registering and 
Deeds avd Papers at Public Offices, Table of Succession to 
Resl and P-rsonal Property. Papers on the Preparation of Legacy 

4 diate, 
Reports, 


By Rev: 


i 


and Succession Accounts, and Notes as to Preliminary, Ioterm 

snd Final Examinstions of Articled Clerks, a List of Law 
Abbreviations and Dates, an Index tu the Public Generai 
Statutes from time of Henry III., 2 Digest of the Public Acts of Last 





Session, List of London snd. Provingial Barristers, aud London and 
Country Sol icitors, Irish and Scotch Solicitors, with Appointments, 
Agents, &c. Waterlow Bros, & Layton (Limited). 

The Solicitors’ Diary, Almanac, 1d Legal Directory, 1902 (1 
Edw. 7). Containirg an excellent Diary, with Legal Notes for each 
Day in the Year; Treatises on the Stamp Act, and on Estate, Succes- 
sion, and Duties; Lists of County Courts. Recorders, Town 
Clerks, Clerks of the Peace, Coroners, Under-Sheriffs, King’s Counsel, 
&c.; Information as to Oaths in Supreme Court, Jarats, &. ; Sug- 
gestions on Registering Deeds, &c,, at Public Offices; Table of the 
8 licitors Acts, the Solicitors’ Remuveration Order and Scale; Prece- 
dents of Costs; Lists of District Registrars, Official Receivers in 
Bankruptcy; Parliamentary, Insurance, and Banking Directories, 
&c. ; @ Digest of the Public General Acts of the Session of 1901 (1 
Edw. 7), with Alphabetical Index, &.; Complete List of the Prac- 
tising Barristers-at- Law, and of London and Country Solicitors, with 
Appointments held by them ; revised with the Official Roll, by per- 
mission of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, and corrected 
by direct correspondence. The treatise upon the Stamp Act and the 
Law and Practice of Stamping Documents is revised to date and in 
accordance with the latest Decisions and Practice. The Treatise on 
Oaths, Solicitors’ Charges, and Death Duties are revised by J. GODFREY 
Hickson, Esq., Solicitor. Fifty-eigbth Year of Publication. Water- 
low & Sons (Limited). 








CORRESPONDENCE. 


THE PROVINCIAL MEETING OF THE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. } 


Sir,—It would be ungrateful to the hosts at the Oxford meeting 
not to express dissent from the views of ‘‘ X.” in your issue of the 
19th inst. To take bis points in order : 

Provision for members lunching together can ovly be made if they 
pay in advance and a suitable hall be found near the place of meeting. 
On some former occasions the lunch has been at the expense of the 
hosts, but of late years a wise policy has relieved the horts of many 
expenses which precluded all but the largest towns from receiving the 
society. The trouble of organizing many entertainments throws an 
immense labour on the reception committee. I am sure the majority 
of members would wish to spare them this. 

I consider that very excellent provision was made for enabling 
members to see the sights of Oxford. I had never before been in the 
town for a whole day, and I found the plan and list of buildings of 
the greatest value. There was a short description in our programme 
of the principal things to be seen at the colleges. I was able to see as 
many places of interest as I could possibly compress into the time. 
A little use of eyes, ears, and tongue enables most people to see what 
they want. 

Your correspondent may have been unfortunate in his scramble for 
lunch at Blenheim, but I believe that the best was done under the 
circumstances. The five shillings included the first class return fare 
from Oxford to Blenheim, which I make out to be 2s 8d. 

I may add that I believe the great majority of members were 
thoroughly satisfied, and very grateful for the kind hospitality of the 
Berks, Bucks, and Oxon Incorporated Law Society, and the trouble 
taken by the reception committee to make the visit enjoyable. 

London, Oct. 24. 





STAMP DUTY ON CONSIDERATION PAYABLE ON A 
CONTINGENCY. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—We enclose copy correspondence between the Inland Revenue 
and ourselves referring to an alteration of the practice of the com- 
missioners with regard to stamp duty on consideration payable on 


as: 

We think the correspondence discloses matter of suffi:ient interest 

to justify our asking for its insertion in the SoLiciTors’ JOURNAL. 

We have the consent of the Inland Revenue to its insertion. 
CLAPHAM, Fitou, & Co. 

15, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, London, E.C., Oct. 29. 

The following is the correspondence referred to : 

15, Devonshire-squafe, Bishopsgate, E.O., 
8th June, 1901. 

Sir,—Olients of ours granted a lease of a beerhouse for fifty years at a 
rent of £60, anda premium of £1,000. The lease ¢on'ained provisions 
that in the event of a full spirit licence being obtained for the premises an 
additional rent of £40 was to be paid, and a further premium of £1 000. 
We requested that the deed should be stamped as follows: Premium of 
£1,000— £5, ‘otal rent £100—£3, covenant duty on the £1 000 con'ingent 
premium £1 56. The official in the marking room refused to allow the 
deed to be stamped on this basis and demanded a further £3 15s., stating 
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that the commissioners now claimed conveyance duty on the con t 

remium. As you are aware, for many years the commissioners have 
accepted covenant duty on premiums covenanted to be paid on con cies 
happening. About eighteen months ago the question was raised the 
commissioners, and our clients then obtained an adjudication stamp on a 
lease on similar lines. 

Perhaps you will kindly inform usas to the section of the Stamp Act, 1891, 
under which the commissioners have altered the practice of many years 
and refer us to any decision on the subject. 

We may point out that the alteration in practice of the commissioners 
will, if legally justified, prejudicially affect the stamp daty on many deeds 
which bave been stamped in uccordance with the previous practice of the 
commissioners.— We are, Sir, your obegient servants, 

Criapuam, Fircu, & Co. 

The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, W.C. 


Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C, 
10th July, 1901. 

Gentlemen,—With reference to your letter of tae 8th ult., I am directed 
by the Board of Inland Revenus to acquaint you that in their opinion ad 
valorem conveyance duty is properly chargeable in respect of the premium 
contingentiy payable. 

If you dispute their ruling, it is open to you to submit the instrument 
for adjustment, and to demand a case for the opinion of the High Court 
under section 13 of the Stamp Act, 1891.—I am, Gentlemen, your obedient 
servant, TT. N. Craver, Secretary. 

Messrs. Clapham, Fitch, & Co. 


15, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, E.C., 
12th July, 1901. 

Sir,—We have submitted your letter of the 10th inst. to our clients and 
regret to find that in the opinion of the Board of Inland Revenue ad valorem 
conveyance duty is properly chargeable in respect of the premium contin- 
gently payable. 

The board ignore our request to refer us to the section of the Stamp Act 
under which this duty is chargeable, and having carefully searched for an 
authority to that effect, we are unable to find any, although by a circuitous 
process the stamp duty of 2s. 6d. per cent. is discoverable. 

The practice of the board is stated in the last edition of Mr. Alpe’s 
Stamp Duties—namely, the 8th, at p. 123—and this has always been 
considered authoritative. 

We can hardly ask the board to review their opinion, which, however, 
we must confess we cannot find supported by the Act or their practice. 
We are, nevertheless, instructed to say that it will be impossible to pay 
this additional stamp duty, and some means will have to be adopted under 
which it may not become payable.—We are, Sir, your obedient servants, 

CiapHaM, Fircu, & Uo. 

The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, W.C. 


Inland Revenue, Somerset House, London, W.C., 
Tth A 1901 


ugus : 

Gentlemen,—With reference to your letter of the 12th ult., I am 
directed by the Board of Inland Revenue to acquaint you that it is 
provided by the Stamp Act, 1891 (sub. tit. Lease or Tack, 3), that where 
the consideration, or any part of the consideration for a lease, moving 
either to the lessor or to any other person, consists of any money, stock, or 
security, the same duty shall be charged in respect of such consideration 
as would be exigible on a conveyance on sale for the same consideration. 

For some time past the board have held that in the case of a conveyance 
on sale ad valorem duty should be claimed upon consideration which is 
payable on a contingency only, and in consistency the board have felt 
that it would be impossible not to extend this principle to the case of a 
contingent premium payable under a lease, for the charge in such cases, 
as gga explained, is identical with that payable under a conveyance 
on sale, 

The case of Mortimore v. Commissioners of Inland Revenue (2 H. & C. 838) 
affords some ground for this contention, which also receives support from 
the case of Onslow v. The Commissioners (1891, 1 Q. B. 239).—I am, 
Gentlemen, your obedient servant, T. N. Onarsr, Secretary. 

Messrs. Olapham, Fitch, & Uo. 


15, Devonshire-square, Bishopsgate, E.C., 
22nd August, 1901. 

Sir,—We are much obliged by your letter of the 7th inst., which we 
may be permitted to say is cogent. The course now resolved upon, how- 
éver, is contrary to the previous practice of the commissioners, and the 
arguments in favour of such previous practice seem to us quite as valid as 
the arguments in favour of the change. ‘The former, perhaps, are a little 
more direct, as the bond or covenant duty of 2s 6d. per cent. is specifically 
charged. After all, the reason for the alteration is a matter of inference 
only, and we surmise that it is dictated by the desire to enforce the extra 
charge of 7s. 6d. fe cent. 

As we have pointed out, the duty cannot be paid on such contingent 
sums as those in question, and the result to the Kevenue will be the loss of 
éven the 2+. 6d ay cent. previously paid. 

We can hardly suggest the commissioners referring to their original 
interpretation of the Stamp Act, but we are sure it would be convenient 
and probably more lucrative.— We are, Sir, your obedient servants, 

Cuapuam, Fircn, & Co, 

The Secretary, Inland Revenue, Somerset House, W.C. 


[See observations under ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Ep. SwW.] 








Grantham, Lawrance, and Phillimore, JJ., have been appointed election 
Petition judges for the ensuing year. 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
WARD v. FRY. No. 1. 29th Oct. 


Banxrurtcy—Assets —Retation Back or Trustees’ Titte—Pnrorecrep 
Transaction—Banxkruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 49 (c) (p). 


Appeal from the judgment of Wright, J. The action was brought. by 
the trustee in bankruptcy of one Barratt to recover £500, as forming part 
of the bankrupt's property. The defendant was a betting man with whom 
Barratt was m the habit of making bets. On the 26h of July, 1899, 
Barratt paid the defendant £200 in respect of a. bet which he had lost to 
the defendant, and on the 27th of July, 1899, he deposited £300 with the 
d+fendant as security for other bets made between them on the terms 
that if Barratt lost the bets the defendant was to retain the money. 
Barratt lost these bets. It ap that on the 6th of July, 1899, 
Barratt committed an act of bankruptcy on which a petition was 
presented against him on the 29th of July, 1899, and he was adjadicated 
bankrupt. The plaintiff claimed a declaration that the two sums of £200 
and £300 formed part of the baukrupt’s property divisible amongst his 
creditors. The defendant claimed to retain both sums on the ground that 
the transactions were for valuable consideration, and took place before the 
date of the receiving order without notice on his part of any available act 
of bankruptcy committed by the bankrupt. Wright, J., held that money 
paid away by a bankrupt after an act of bankruptcy committed within 
three months before the presentation of a bankruptcy petition could be 
recovered in the same way as goods transferred by him could be recovered. 
He further held that the transactions were not protected by section 49 (ec) (d) 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, though the defendant had no notice of an 
available act of bankruptcy, as the moneys were paid without valuable 
consideration, and that the plaintiff was therefore entitled to recover. The 
defendant appealed. 

P gece Court (Coins, M.R , and Srieurne and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
© appeal. 

Cottins, M.R., said that he entirely agreed with the judgment of 
Wright, J., and he need not add nen | to it. 

Srietinc and Marsew, L.JJ., concurred.—CounseL, Rufus Isaacs, K.C., 
and Muir Mackenzie; R. A. McCall, KC, and Zneas Mackintosh. 
Soxicrrors, Beyfus § Beyfus ; Venn $ Woodcock. 


(Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law. } 


MARSDEN & SON v, CAPITAL AND COUNTIES NEWSPAPER CO. 
(LIM.) AND ANOTHER. No. 1. 28th Uct. 


GuARANTEE—OrreR AND ACCEPTANCE OF GUARANTEE—COMMUNICATION OF 
AccePTaNce —StTaturs oF Fravps—Necegssiry or PLEADING STATUTE. 


This was an appeal from a ape of Channell, J., at the trial of 
an action witha jury. The plaintiffs were manufacturers carrying 
on business at Sheffield. The defendants were the ital and Counties 
Newspaper Co, who were the proprietors and i of the Su 
newspaper, and Horatio Bottomley, who was the of debentures in the 
company for the amount of £15,000. The plaintiffs, having supplied the 
defendant company with paper, drew a bill of exchange for £446, which 


Marsdens that Iam willing to 
it.”” This letter was havuded to plain 
supplied the company with further paper and 
suing upon the bill. Tney now sued the company 
on the and the price of further paper supplied, and they sued Bottomley 
on the ground that he had guaranteed payment of the bill. Judgment 
was entered against the me but was not satisfied, and the action 
proceeded against Bottomley alone. His defence was that he had not given 
any guarantee. He did not plead the Statute of Frauds. At the trial 
the jury returned a verdict for the plaintiffs, and the learned judge gave 
judgment accordingly, refusing to allow the defendant to amend his 
defence by pleading the Statute of Frauds, but granted a 
execution pending an appeal. The defendant appealed, 
argued on his behalf that there was no evidence of any 
his part to guarantee the bill. Even admitting that he 
willing to give and had intended to give a guarantee, he 
done so. And although the plaintiffs no doubt thought that 
guarantee, they did not communicate to the defendant their acceptance 
any guarantee. Further, if there was any evidence of a contract 
guarantee, there was no sufficient compliance with the Statute of 
The letter was at most a memorandum of authority to the 
director of the defendant company to give the plaia a tee, 
was not itself a i ae a of guarantee. Bye had the 
laintiffs done any w amounted to an acceptance guarantee. 
The learned judge ought to have allowed the defendant to amend his 
defence : Brunning v. Odhams Brothers (75 L. T. 602). 
Tre Oovrr (VoLLIns, M.R, and Srraurxe and Marmew, L.JJ.), without 
calling upon counsel for the plaintiffs, di-mi-sed the appeal 
Coutis, M R., said that in his opinion there was ample evidence to 
to the jury that Bottomley had guaranteed the dill. The plain 


had refused to su the com Se See ee Say 
~ ; vey, Shee he ater the them 


endorsed the 
paper and a from suing upon the bill. Bottomley’s 
relations with the company, he was satisfied that he must have known 


he 
all this, and he thought there was evidence fit for the considera. 
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tion of the jury thet the plaintiffs communicated to Bottomley 
their acceptance of his guarantee, and that their acceptance came to 
Bottomley’s knowledge within a reasonable time. As to the question 
whether the defendant ought to have been allowed to amend his defence 
by pleading the Statute of Frauds, this case was entirely different from 

ing v. Odhams Brothers in the House of Lords, and in his opinion it 
would have bee: wrong to allow an amendment. 

Srmusna, L.J., concurred. 

Maruew, L J., also concurred, but said that in his opinion it was not 
necessary to consider the question as to leave toamend He thought that 
the requirements of the Statnte of Frauis had been complied with, and 
that fore leave to amend would not avail the defendant.—Counss.. 
Rufus Ieaaes, K.C., and &. A. Germaine; Jeif K.U., and J W. McCarthy 
Souicrrors, H. W. Chatterton; Indermaur ¢ Brown, for Webster § Styring, 


Sheffield. 
{Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


ASSETS DEVELOPMENT CO. (LIM.) v. CLOSE BROTHERS AND 
OTHERS. No. 2. 29tn Oct. 


Contract—MIsREPRESENTATION—F RAUD—Dvress—REscrssion. 


This was an appeal by the plaintiff company against the decision of 
Buckley, J. The main object of the action , ao set aside an agreement 
dated the 16th of May, 1898, on the ground of misrepresentation, 
ery — traud. The ne A was one 2s most ee gay character, 

r the present purpose the facts sufficiently a; in judgment 
Buckley, J., held that there had been no ya tony x ood the plaintiffs 
had to make out any case for setting aside the agreement or for 
recovering any benefit which had accrued from it to the defendants. The 


Tue Covar (Oorims, M.R., and Ricny and Romer, L.JJ.) reversed the 
decision of Buckley, J , and allowed the appeal. 


Cottms, M.R., said: The question is whether a transaction accomplished | p’ 


by such means (as were disclosed by the evidence) can be allowed to stand. 
There can be no doubt that if the parties were at arm’s length and negotia- 
ting as to what the proportion of profits should be between them in a 
common adventure, having regard to the share which each had contributed, 
both sides would be entitled to bring all the arguments based on their 
to on the dispute, and Close Brothers if they 

deed of mortgage or believed that they 
have been entitled to press them 
as they in like manner would have 
view of theie rights and to threaten 
But the ba-is on which they were dealing had 
been settled, and the real question is: Were Olose Brothers, having 
to the rela'ion in whieh the parties stood to each other, entitled 
to alter, to Wilkinson’s detriment, the terms upon which they 
received authority from him to carry out the common 
to in-ist that he must accept this lumitation, not because it 
difference in value between that which he had purported 
that which he in fact had given, but because they chose to 
him, by way of penalty. for what they considered bad 
and were they justified in enforcing tneir demand by a 
their powers under their ge deed? In 
the conditions which let in the right to sell there 
without notice, under the mortgage deed, had not 
But even if they had arisen, it seems to me that they 
in exercised in this case, and that what the 
really did was, by a threat which they never intended to carry 
followed by a statement, false in fact, that they had carried it out, but 
were willing as a matier of indulgence to accord a locus penitentia, to induce 
him finally to execute the deed. There was in point of fact no reduction 


whatever in the price to be paid by the ultimate es » dD: 
Stnnis tho fants Gur Gistdlen cantar tho aiventmees woul the tows be 
found ; there was merely a reduction made at the of Wilkinson in 





the clearest possible way, that, while persuaded of the immense 
value of tt.e adventure, they are in point of fac: merely using the supposed 
flaw in the title as an excuse for “‘ docking” their co-adventurer ot part of 
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them in determining the 


4 The plaintiff succeeded in his action and obtained judgment for specilé 


success, they could have enforced their rights as mortgagees. But it seems 


to me tpat the t of a joint adventure rendered it impossible for 
them suddenly, without default on the part of Wilkinson which justified 
t, to take up the position of mortgagees 
to whom a right of sale had arisen by virtue of Wilkinson himself not 
having done things which they, by the very central purpose of the joint 
arrangement, had relieved him from doing by taking the burden of doing 
it upon themselves for the benetit of all alike. On bond fide failure 
on their part to carry out the object of the adventure or on any breach 
by Wilkinron to the whole consideration and absolving them 
from further efforts, I think they would have been remitted to their posi. 
tion as mor but witn a condition that they could not bring their 
power of tale into operation without giving reason«ble notice from that 
dav. Nothing of the kind was done here. There was no breach by 
W lkinson which they were in a po-ition to treat as absolving them from 
their bargain. They had with fuli knowledge elected to flat the buying 
and constructing company. Therefore it seems to me that they were 
bound to adhere to the terms of the bargain. Tneir complaint against 
him when analyzed has nosolid foundation in point of law. In face of the 
requisitions and answers and the uncontradicted evidence of Wilkinson, it 
seems impossible for them to aver that he warranted the title to the American 
part of the road. Neither, in view of the same facts, cau it be suggest-d that 
he made a fraudulent representation that the title was good and that they 
acted upon it, and Buckley, J., has certainly not sro found. Woat really 
influenced them in coming to the conclusion that he had misled them was 
the discovery of the fact that the documents filed by him in the United 
States Registry as to the Arctic Co. had been returned. But this fact 
was unknown to Wilkinson himeelf till he learnt it from Midgley, after 
his arrival in New York in March, 1898. Tne form in which the matter 
purports to be carried out by the documents is that Wilkinson receives 
the sum of £250,000 and pays over £100 000 of it to Messrs. Olose. In so 
far as this sum exceeds their true proportion, it was forced from him by 
ressure which, in my opinion, they had no right to bring against him, 
even if they had a 1 right uader their mortgage deed then presently 
ent which I think they had not. I think the uadetermined con- 
tract of joint adventure implied a promise to divide proportional:y, which 
debarred them from using any form of compulsion to make him take less; 
and that it is therefore contra equum et bonum that they should retain the 
surplus. That they believed they had tne power, if they had it not, would 
nae no difference. There can be no doubt that money exacted uuder an 
unfounded claim of right can be recovered back, however strong the 
exactor believed in his right to claim it—as, for example, in Somes y, 
British Empire Shipping Co. (8 H. L., 338). But, even if I am wrong in 
this view of the law, the facts before us as I have already pointed out, 
carry this case much further. Grainger v. Hill (4 Bing. N.C. 212) and 
Lucas v. Nockelis (4 Bing. 729, 10 Bing. 157) are authorities, the latter in 
the House ot Lords, that an existing legal rig »t may be used colourably 
Ouly as a pretext for extortion ; and the execution actually levied ia 
that case for a legal debt was surely a more formal act than 
tne so-called sale under the mortgage powers in this case. There is 
here moreover a distinct misrepresentation of fact, knowingly made, that 
the power had been exercised, and it was under the pressure of this state- 
ment that Wilkinson finally yielded. It is true that this is not the precise 
form ia which the fraud is charged in the ‘= But the case 1s 8 
very complicated one, and, seeing that fraud has heen established and that 
that there has been extortion, which is the substantial case made, [ think 
that, notwithstanding the difficulties arising from the form of the state- 
ment of claim, relief to the excent above indicated should at all events be 
given to the plaintiffs in this action. It is not necessary to examine in 
detail the numerous authorities cited. I am not aware of any that conflict 
with the grounds of this judgment —Covnset, Swinfen Eady, K.C., Astbury, 
K.C , ana Martelli ; Sir Edward Clarke, K.C., Warmmgton, K C., and Austen 
Cartmell. Soxicrrors, Lee § Pembertons ; Longbourne ; Stevens § Co. 


{Reported by 8. E. Wi1114Ms, Barrister-at-Law.) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
PHILLIPS ». HOWELL. Byrne, J. 29th Oct. 


Costs—Acrion ror Srgciric Perrormance or Oontract sy Inresrats’s 
ADMINISTHATBIX TO Sei LeaseHoLps—Decres ror Spsciric Perror’ 
ance Grantep Wrira VUosts—Mortion to Rerarin Sucn Costs ovr oF 
ApsInisTaaTerx’s BenericraL Inrerest 1n Procerps or SALE Rervsep. 


In this case the plaintiff, purchaser from the defendant of certain leas 
hold property, brought an action for specific performance. The defendast 
sold and culd make title only as admunistratrix of an intestuts 
She had also a beneficial interest as one of the next-of-kin api 
as assignee of another of the next-of-kin to the extent in all d 
one-fourth of the intestate’s estate. The defendant resisted specifé 
performance and counterclaimed eecking to set aside the cow 
tract’ on the ground of fraud, undue influence and surprit 


performance with coste, the counterclaim being dis ulssed with cosh 
When judgment was pronounced, counsel for the plamtiff made sc 

26 to setting off or deducting the coste he was entitled to from 
the purchase-money; bat, on its > ing potaned out that there was 
difficulty, stated that he did not press bis »pplication. Having rub 
sequently ascertained that the defendant had, after action, purported 
coarge ber beneficia' interest in the property, the subject of the con 
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in favour of her solicitors, the plain now applied’ (the judgment 
passed or entered) to add a direction enabling the plaintiff 
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retain so much of the balance of purchase-money as represented or was 
properly applicable as the defendant’s beneficial share of the intestate's 
estate, or 80 much thereof as might be necessary in or towards satisfaction 
of the costs ordered to be paid by the defendant. The applicant relied 
upon the case of Green v. Sevin (13 Ob. D. 589). On behalf of the defendant 
the following cases were citei: Medlicott v. Bowes (1 Ves. sen. 207), 
Bishop v. Church (3 Atk. 691), Middleton v. Pollock (20 Eq. 29), Freeman v. 
Tomas (9 Hare 109). 

Uct. 29.—Byrnz, J., after stating the facts as above set out, continued 
as follows: It is said that it was proved by the defendant in the course 
of the trial that except a mortgage fr £500 there are no unpaid debts of 
the intestate, and that the purchase-money represents the whole of the 
intestate’s estate, and consequently the plaintiff ought to be allowed to 
retain the whole, or so much as may be n to answer costs, of one- 
fourth of the balance of the purchase-money after discharging the 
mortgage debt It is conceded tnat the plaintiff could not ask to retain 
his costs out of the purchase-money generally, that being payable to the 
defendant in her capacity of administratrix, and the costs being due from 
her personally ; but it is said that the defendant having proved in the 
course of the care that one-fourth of the purcbase-money belongs 
to her absolutely subject to discharge of a mortgage and to a 
charge created by her subsequently to the contract, the plaintiff 
is entitled to have provision made for the application of what 
would otherwise have been payable in administration of her intestate’s 
estate in respect of her beneficial interest, or so much thereof as is 
necessary in or towards satisfaction of the costs ordered to be paid by her. 
I may point out that without some form of administration order, which I 
have no power to make in this action, it would be impossible to ascertain 
what the amount representing the beneficial interest of the defendant is, so 
as to bind other persons interested in the intestate’s estate No authority 
was produced for such an order as is asked, but Green v. Sevin (13 Ch. D. 
589) was relied on as justifying it. In that case a successful purchaser 
plaintiff was allowed to deduct the costs of action and counterclaim from 
the purchase-money, notwithstanding a charge created on the property 
agreea to be sold subsequently to the date of the contract. In my 
judgment that case is no authority for the order now asked. It does seem 
to be an authority for the proposition that, where judgment for specific 
performance is granted in favour of a purchaser, there is jurisdiction to 
direct that, in adjusting the accounts as between vendor and purchaser, 
the purchaser is entitled to bring into the account the amount of the costs 
which the vendor has been ordered to pay against the purchase-money— 
that is, in a case where the debt due to and the debt due trom the defendant 
are 0 due to and irom the defendant in the same capacity. I do not think 
that this jurisdiction extends to allowing the plaintiff to bring into account 
all or any part of an unascertained tum to which the defendant may be 
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ventre sa mére. The daughter having now attained twenty-one years, the 
present trustees of the will of William Jenkins (the elder) took out the 
summons to have it determined whether William Jenkins (the younger) 
had effectually exercised the power of ap tment of all or any and which 
of the items of property above men ; and also whether the direction 
as to name and arms had any, and, if any, what operation. Un 
behalf of the son it was contended that this was a case of implication and 
that the words used by William Jenkins (the younger), though loose and 
inaccurate, were enough to dispose of the whole of the subject-matter over 
which he had a power of appointment, and tbat the son therefore took five- 
sixths of that whole, as if ** a and pro ** had been used where- 
ever ‘“‘ moneys’’ alone occurred. Chapman v. Reynolds (8 W. 8. 403,28 Beav. 
$21) and Chandler v. Pocock (28 W. R 806,15 Ch. D 491; U. A, 16 Cu. D. 
648) referred to. For the daughter it was submitted that “* moneys ”’ could 
not refer to items (a), (4), (c), and (¢), co that as to these she took a share 
as in default of appointment ; ‘‘ moneys’’ may include investments repre- 
sevting pereonaity but not furniture: Langdale v. Whsifeld (6 W. R. 862, 
4 K. & J. 426); Re Townley, Townley v. Townley (32 W. R 549). 

Farwett, J., after stating the facts, said that he had to construe the 
somewhat informal clau-e in the will of William Jenkins the younger. 
Patting bimreif in the testator's chair, he fouod tne phrase ‘‘ moneys aad 
property,”” which was a tolerably fair description of the two kinds of 
property in question. There was no cash, avd therefore ‘‘ moneys’’ could 
not have its primary meaning. The case differed from those where the 
property was that of a testator recently deceased, in which case some 
amount of actual cash was generally found at a bank or elsewhere. Here 
the date of the will was the material date, and as there was a specific 
bequest of the property there was no question uader section 24 of the 
Wills Act. This being so, bis lordship was of opinion that ‘‘ moneys 
here meant all the investments of money which a man not unnaturally would 
describe as moneys. This did not include all the personal estate—c.7., the 
furniture which was given to go with the mansion-house, there being a 
trust for the sale of it dependent upon the sale of the house. The testator 
then went on to mention **moneys”’ alone three times before using 
“* moneys and property” in the residuary gitt. He seemed to distinguish, 
both in the recitals and in the gift over, between property aud moneys, 
and he might well have been content to limit the disposition. His lordship 
did not feel at liberty to enlarge the gift, as to do so would be to guess and 
make a will for the testator. He saw no resson why ‘‘ moneys” should 
not be properly confined to what were moneys, and Chandler v. Pocock (ubi 
supra) did not apply. ‘The phraseology of the will passed the three items 
last mentioned. as to the *‘name and arm;’’ clause, both the children 
were now of , and its effect had come to an end ; it was impossible to 
argue that ir should go on in perpetuity.—CounsgL, F. H. Meade ; Vaughan 
Hawkins; G. Cave. Soutcrrors, Jinkins, Baker, § Co., for Clarke § Sons, 


beneficially entitled in the administration of her intestate’s estate as | Bristol 


against the purchate-money which is due to the defendant m her 
representative capacity. I think tnat if any right is to be established 
against the beneficial share of the defendant in the estate it must be by 
due process of execution; the two debts, the costs, and the purchase- 
money not bing capable of being ret off or brought mto account against 
one another. It appears to me that the motion is misconceived and must 
be dismissed with costs, which may be set off against the costs already 
ordered to be paid by the defendant — CounseL, Rowden, K.C., and Hon. F. 
Russell; Levett, K.C., and 7. L. Wilkinson. Soxictrors, Beaumont, Son, § 
Rigden, for Philhps, Newport; C. A. Elgood, for Gardner § Herbert, New- 
rt. 
as (Reported by R. Leicn Ramssoruam, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re JENKINS. TUCKER v. JENKINS. Farwell, J. 29th Oc’. 


Witt—Oonstruction—Power or ArPpoINTMENT—Worps Exenctsinc SAME 
—‘* Moneys anp Property ’’—Meaninc or ‘** Monsys ’?—FurRNITURE— 
Name anp Arms CLAuse 


Adjourned summons. By his will dated the 4th of June, 1873, William 
Jenkins (the elder), Q.0., LL.D., who died ou the 22n@ ot January, 1874, 
created a py of appointment of property therein comprised among the 
children of his son William Jenkius (tne younger). Tois property con- 
sisted of (2) a mansion-houre held in fee simple (tince converted) ; (4) fee 
farm-rents issuing out of lands in Ireland ; (c) a learenold house ; (d) plate, 
furniture and effects in or about the mansion-house ; (e) £15,000 of certain 
debenture stock; (/) £9,000 Consols; and (g) £2,400 of certain stock. 
In default of appointment the property was to go among such children in 
equal shares and, in deiault of children, to collateral descendants of the 
testator. There was alsoa direction that all and every the person and 
persons becoming entitled to the property who should not be cailed by the 
name or use the arms of Jenkins should adopt the same, aud that it they 
thould retuse or neglect so to do then their interest in the property should 
tease and become utterly void. By his will dated the 3rd of March, 1880, 
William Jenkins (the younger), after reciting his power of appointment 
“over certain moneys and property ’’ mentioned in his father’s will, pro- 
teded to exercise it in there words: ‘I appoint two-thirds of the said 
moneys to my son Jobn William Jenkins absolutely and the remaining 
he-third of such are I bequeath to any child of mine ason other 
than the said John William Jenkins born in my lifetime or in due time 

my decease, but in the event of any other such child as last aforessid 
hing a daughter | appvint instead of the appointment lastly hereinbefore 
made, tive-sixths of the said moneys to my sad son Jonn William Jenkins, 
the remaining one-sixth to such other child being a daughter as afore- 
tid, And if I svall bave no child other than my said son Jobn William 
# then and in such cave I appvint the whole of such moneys and 

ty to the said John William Jenkins absolutely.” William Jenkins 
younger) died on the 8th of March, 1880, leaving two children 


[Reported by W. H. Drape, Barrister-at-Law. } 


Re SHUCKBURGH. ROBERTSON v. SHUCKBURGH. Farwell, J. 
30th Oct. ° 


Serrtement—Liwiration Over on Remargiace or Wire—Power or 
APPOINTMENT IN HuspaNnpD—AccuMULATED Incoms—VEsTING. 


Adjourned summons. Under the settlement dated the 2lst of June, 
1879, made on the marriage of the late Sir Shuckbargh, a sum of 
£20,000 annunies was br.ught into settlement oy him, the trus’s being for 
the husband for life and atter his decease, if his wife should eurvive him, 
to pay the income to her during her lite unless and in sach case until she 
should remarry aud if she should remarry then to pay the income of 
one moiety to her during her life for her separate use, aud upon 
further tiust from and after the failure or determination of and 
in the meantime subject to the trusts aforesaid to stand possessed 
of the capital trust premises in trust for the child or children of 
the marriage as he (Sir George Shuckburgh) ssould by any deed 
appoint. Tne busband died in 1884, leaving two children only—viz., 
the defendants Sir stewkley Shuckburgh and Gerald Shuckburgh, the 
latter being now still an infant. By his will dated the Sth of June, 
1882, the husband purported to exercise the said power of appointment 
in the following words: ‘“‘In pursuince of the power given to me 
by the said settiement [ do hereby appoint that after the death of 
my said wife the said sum of £20, or the investments for the 
time being represenung the same shall as to £12,000 thereof be held 
upon trast for my son Stewkley, and as to the sum of £8,000 thereof 
upon trast for my son Gerald.” Tne wife remarried in 1886, whereupon 
her interest in one moiety of the funds ceased. Tne trustees had 
accumulated the income of the other m from the remarriage, and 
it was now represented by a sum of £3,700 Stock. The elder son 
having attainea twenty-one years, and tne trustees desiring to distribute 
ove moiety of the capitai, the questions arose whether the tment 
affected the fund of accumulated income and whether the fand appointed 
to Sir Stewkley must (under a ciause in the settlement) be brought into 
aotchpot so as to make the snares of the appointees equal. For 
the elder son it was submitted that where there is a set of limita- 
tions with a gift over referring to one contingency only and that fails 
the gift over takes effect, as if on the failure of ali the or limitations : 
Jones v. Westcomd (1 . Cas. Abr, 248, pl. 10), v. Stanford (35 
W. R. 191, 34 Ch. D. 362), Re Jobson, Jodson v. Ri (44 Ch. D. 157), 
Re Akeroyd, Roberts v. Akeroyd (1893, 3 Ch. 363). For the youuger sun it 
was contended that there was no ground fur supposing that the father had 
meant to negative what all the deeds expressed to be his intentaon, and 
(18013 Oe Can not at liberty to guess otherwise: see Ae Thedwell 
; bh. ; 
Farwett, J., said that be felt justitiod in this case in acting on what he 





—viz., # son born in 1879 and a daughter at that time on 





had no doubt was the intention of the testator. He had come to the con- 
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clusion that there was here an 
the life interest of the wife. 


which in form import contin 
to the interests previously 


Act, 1878. 


Motion. This was a motion by the plaintiff for the commitial of the 
defendant for not lodging in court a sum of £1,492 63. 7d., pursuant to the 
lodgment schedule of an order of the court of the 2nd of August, 1901, or, 
in the alternative, for leave to issue a writ of attachment against him. 
The defendant was the executor and trustee of the testator in the cause, 
and, by the master's certificate in August, 1899, it was certified that the 
defendant had “‘ received personal estate ’’ of an amount stated, and had 
paid, or was entitled to be allowed on account thereof, a sum mentioned, 
** leaving a balance due from him of £1,409 19s. 3d ”’ ; 
certified that the defendant had ‘received rents and profits of the 
testator’s real estate’? to an amount stated, and had paid, or was 
entitled to be allowed on account thereof, a sum mentioned, * leaving 
a balance due from him of £82 7s. 4d.” 
further consideration on the 2nd of August, 1901, the defendant was 
ordered “‘ within fourteen days after service of this order on him to lodge 
in court as directed by the lodgment and payment +chedule hereto the 
sum of £1,492 6s 7d being the total of the sums of £1,409 19s. 3d. by 
the master’s certificate dated the 7th of August, 1899, certified to be due 
from him on account of the testator’s pereonal estate, and £82 7s. 4d by 
the said certificate certified to bedue from him on account of the rents and 

of the testator’s real estate.”” The defendant not having complied 
with the order the plamtiff now moved for his committal. 
dant filed an affidavit stating that he was entirely without means. 

Buecxizy, J.—This care seems covered by Ke Fewster (45 Soxicrrogs’ 
JovesaL, 240: 1901, 1 Ch. 447), where Joyce, J., held that the master’s 
certificate was not sufficient evidence that the money ordered to be 


3 


155A, ss. 2, 3. 


25, ®. 2, upon the defences raised in the defences of the d 





tment of the whole fand subject to 
bat was important was not the point of 
time but the existence of the interest. He should apply, mutat 
the principle well expressed by Wood, V.C., in Maddison 
(4 K. & J. 709, at p. 719): 


“I apprehend the true way 
of testmg limitatiors of that nature 


this: Can the words 
mcy. be read as equivalent to ‘subject 
simplest case: A 
to A for life, remainder to B. for life, and, uyon the decease of 
B., ‘if A. be dead,’ then to C. in fee. There the limitation to C. is 
apparently made contingent upon the event of A.’s dying in the lifetime 
of B. Nevertheless, inasmuch as the condition of A.’s death is an event 
essential to the determination of the interest previously limited to him, 
the court reads the devise as if it were to A. for life, remainder to B. for 
life, and on B.’s death, subject to A.’s life interest (if any), to C. in fee.” 
Declaration that the whole of the one moiety, with the accumulated income, 
vested accordingly in the proportions named —CovnseL, 
Methold ; Sargant. Souicrross, Aays § Jones, for all parties. 
(Reported by W. H. Daarsr, Barrister-at-Law. 


Re WILKINS. EMSLEY -. WILEINS. 


Pracrice—Commrrrat—Trestes—Onrper To Pay rxro Court—CERTIFICATE 
or Recerpr sy Master—Evivence—Desrors Act, 1869, s. 4—Derntors 


and it was further 


By an order made on 


into court was or had been in the actual possession or control of 
the person sought to be committed, within section 4 of the Debtors Act, 
1867. I shall follow that case without expressing any furtber opinion upon 
the question. Application refused.—Counsz., Pochin ; Compston. 
tors, Sharpe, Parker, Pritchards, Barham, & Lawford, tor Burr § Co., 
; &. H. Ackroyd, for T. Leycock, Harrogate. 


Reported by Nzvittz Tzsecrr, Barrister-at-Law.) 


ANDERSON -. MIDLAND RAILWAY CO. AND HENRY WIGGINS & 
CO. (LIM.). Buckley, J. 27th and 29th Uct. 

Rauwar Compasy—Unsove Pezrexexce—U.trea Vines—SxHanenotpEr— 

Isscscrios—Rarmwar axp Canat Commisston Covrt—Raitways OLavuses 

Cyumsourpatios Act, 1845, s. $30—Ramwary asp Canat Trarric Act, 


hearing upon points of Jaw under ord 
efendan 


Bucxtey, J —I must assume for the purposes of this application that 
(ia. chabuaiaatd of the Gatement of clthe aso tus. If as alleged in 
paragraph 10 of the statement of claim other consignees are by the act of 
the railway company complained of entitled to claim reductions, then that 
act as it confers rights on these other persons cannot be witra vires. The 
wae bas pleaded himself out of court. As to the claim that Henry 

iggins & Uo. ought to account to the railway company for the proper 
charges in respect of consignments under the alleged erroneous declarations, 
it means either (1) that the former company entered into an implied 
agreement to pay the proper charge, or (2) that they are liable to an action 
for deceit. In either case the right of action belongs to the corporation, 
and not to one of the corporators. It is said that under the Railways 
Clauses Oonsolidation Act, 1845, s. 90, and also under the Railway and 
Caval Traffic Act, 1854, s. 2, the railway company must treat all customers 
alike. The former Act only applies to goods puesing between the same points 
of departure and arrival, but the latter Act is wider in its terms, and any 
undue preference is a breach of the latter Act, but the scheme of the Act 
is that persons aggrieved may go to the Railway and Oanal Commission 
Court. It is alleged that there is a breach of its provisions. The breach 
(if apy) gives no right to a member to proceed against the corporation 
for an injunction, but only enables other customers of the railway company 
to complain against the company in another court; and the relief is for 
these customers to recover back what they would have paid if their goods 
han been charged at the lower rate The plaintiff has shewn no cause 
of action, and the action must be dismissed.—Oounser, R. J. Parker ; 
Ingpen, K.C., Sargant ; Gatey, Compston. Souicrrors, Sharpe, Parker, 
Pritchards. Barham, § Lawford, for Matthews, James, § Crosskey, Birming- 
ham ; Beale § Co. ; Hamlin, Grammar, § Hamlin, for Clifford Dunn, Leeds. 
(Reported by Nevitie Tessutt, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re LEVERIDGE. SPAIN v. LEJOINDRE. Joyce, J. 25th Oct. 
Wu1t—Trvst tro Pay Estare Dury—Sgrriemenr Estate Dury. 


The question raised by this summons related to the will of Mrs. 
Catherine Hayes Leveridge, The testatrix devised, inter alia, certain freehold 
property to her trustees upon trust to pay the annual rents and profits 
thereof to or permit the same to be received by the defendant» Hilaire 
Raphael Lejoindre and Emma Carter Smith for and during the terms 
of their natural lives in equal shares as tenants in common, and after the 
death of either of them to pay the whole of the rents and profits to the 
survivor for his or her natural life, and aft-r the death of the survivor upon 
certain other trusts. The residuary personal estate was bequeathed upon 
trust to pay the testatrix’s just debts and funeral and testamen 
expenses and legacies, and also the estate duty upon the whole 
of the real and personal estate, as well as the legacy succession 
and annuity duties, and to inve-t the residue and out of the income 
to pay the costs, charges, and expenses of the trustees and apply the 
remainder to such charitable purposes as the trustees should think fit. 
The question raised by the summons was whether the settlement estate 
duty charged upon the above-mentioned settled property was po out 
of the property itself or out of the residue. For the devisees of the settled 
property 1t was argued that in the Finance Act, 1894, the expression 
** estate duty ”’ is pee ped used in a general sense so as to include settle 
ment estate duty, and that it had been distinctly decided by North, J., in 
Re Webber (1896, 1 Ch. 914) that this was so. The last-mentioned case 
was overruled by the Court of Ap in Re Maryon-Wiison (1900, 1 Ch, 
565), but there was nothing in the latter case which destroyed the force of 
the observations of North, J.,in the former. For the Attorney-General, 
who appeared on behalf of the charities, it was contended tnat though 
for Tnland Revenue purposes the settlement estate duty was estate duty, 
yet the incidence of the two duties was different. The ectate duty is 

yable out of the whole estate; in the case of settlement estate duty it 
Eos been decided that this ts not 20. 

Joyce, J.—This is a question of the intention of the testatrix as shewn 
by her will ; it is whether the expression “ estate duty ’’ in the trust of the 
residuary property includes settlement estate duty. I have been shewn 
that this is so in several sections of the Act, and counsel for the Attorney- 
General admits that for Inland Revenue purposes this isso. In ordinary 
pariance estate duty includes settlement estate duty. I cannot see why 
the testatrix sh have made any difference. The settlement estate duty 
must be paid out of the residue, as well as the costs of this summons.— 
Counsz., MacMullen ; Austen-Cartmell; R. J. Parker. Bo.icrrons, Mackrell, 
Maton, Godlee, & Quincey ; Solicitor to the Treasury. 

[Reported by J. F. Isziix, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re KENDRICK. BOURNE v. SNELSON. Joyce, J. 29th Oct. 
Wii1—Szrrizep Suanes—Girt Over—*“ Survivors.’’ 


Thomas Kendrick, the testator, by his will devised and bequeathed all 
his real and personal estate to trustees upon certain trusts relating to his 
business for the payment of certain annuities to bis widow and his 
daughter Bertha Kendrick, until their respective death or marriage, and 
for the application of the residue of the income during the minority 

his youngest son, Uliver Kendrick, and after he shouid have 
the age of twenty-one years upon trus? to sell the testator's real 
to stand possessed of his estate upon trust for his five children 
other than the said Bertha Keudrick in equal shares. He further 
Gass  Spewe S aed 5 rast So sese S on Se three 
daughters, pay the aun to her during her life, after her 
decease should divide each wk dantate share equally between her 
children when and as eg ape tg pen ppm age of twenty-one 
foam fae Saeee ae oe BO son Vliver Jobn or any oF 
dither of his said daughtess should die without leaving any issue him, her, 

them surviving, the share so given, to or in trust for each legatee 


; 
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dying should go and be divided equally between the survivors of 
survivor of them his said sons and daughters, and should be subject 
to the proviso and directions thereinbefore contained of and concerning 
each and every original share in all respects. whatsoever. The 
testator died in April, 1885, and his will was duly proved. His 
widow died in 1885, but his daughter Bertha Kendrick was 
still alive. His five other children also all survived him. In 1890 Harriet 
Lafarelle, one of the daughters, died, leaving four children. The question 
raised by the present summons was whether, upon the death of another 
daughter of the testator without issue her share ought to be divided only 
between those of her brothers and sisters who were still living, or whether 
the children of Harriet Lafarelle took a share. For the surviving children of 
the testator it was argued that the words ‘‘ survivors or survivor’’ in the 
will must be construed strictly. Counsel for the assignee of the shares 
of two of the children of Harriet Lafarelle replied that the question 
being entirely of the testator’s intention, and that since the will was very 
roughly drawn, it must be considered that he used the word ‘ vors ”” 
as meaning ‘‘ others,’”’? and in support of this contention referred to 
Re Bitham (49 W. R. 483; 1901, 2 Oh. 273), Lucena v. Lucena (26 W. R. 
254), Re Beck's Trusts (16 W. R. 189), and Jackson v. Sparks (38 L. J. Ch. 
75). Moreover, it was said, this view was supported by the fact that the 
testator used the expression ‘‘each and every,”’ thereby constituting the 
shares which went over accretions to the original shares, and this 
inference was strengthened by the fact that they were expressly made 
subject to the limitations and conditions of the original shares. 
Joyce, J., after stating the facts and reading part of the will, proceeded 
as follows : The true way to construe a will is to form an opinion upon it 
apart from the decided cases, and then to consider the state of the law. 
but for the cases I think it is clear that the children of the first 
daughter would not take anything under the gift over. In the 
present state of the authorities it is quite settled that when 
there are gifts to several persons with a gift over to the survivors, if 
any die without issue, survivors must be construed in its ordinary 
sense, even though the shares are settled on some of them for life. Some 
difficulty is no doubt raised by the observations of Kay, J., in Re Bowman 
(37 W. R. 583, 41 Ch. D. 525), butit is well settled that the third rule does 
not apply unless all the shares are settled, which they are not in this case. 
Consequently the assignee of the children of Harriett Lafarelle will take 
nothing out of the share which goes over; the costs of all parties must be 
paid out of this share.—CounszL, R. J. Parker ; St. J. Clerke ; Attwater. 
Soricrrors, Fallows ¢ Rider, for Coleman ¢ Co., Birmingham, and H. New, 
Birmingham; Sharpe, Parker, § ©o., for Ryland, Martineau, ¢ Co., 
Birmingham. 
[Reported by J. F. Iszuin, Barrister-at-Law.]) 
Re FRITH. HINDSON v. WOOD. Joyce, J. 30th and 31st Oct. 
Wiutt—Oonerravuction—Girr Oven—‘“‘ Herm.” 


The testator, John Frith, by his will devised his freehold estate called Fell 
Garth to trustees upon trusts which gave to his eldest, John Frith, a life 
estate therein; and he directed that when his six children should have 
departed this life, the said estate should be sold in public sale to the highest 
bidder, and the moneys arising from the sale should be equally divided 
among his then surviving grandchildren share and share alike, and in case 
no grandchild of his should be then living, it should become the property 
of the heir-at-law. Upon the death of the last of the testator’s 
children there were no grandchildren in and the present 
summons raised the question whether the ultimate gift to the 
heir-at-law referred to the person who was the testator’s heir-at-law 
at the time of his death or the person who would have been 
his heir if he had died at the date of the death of the last of his children. 
In favour of the latter construction it was submitted that the expression 
“heir”? was used loosely in the will, and from the previous gitt to the 
eldest son it was unlikely that the expression ‘‘the heir’? could refer to 
him, and in support of this contention Doe d. King v. Frost (3 B. & A. W. 
546) and Locke v. Southwood (1 My. & Or. 411) were cited. On behalf of 
the heir of the testator’s eldest son it was urged that the ression 
“heir’’ must be taken in its ordinary meaning, as in the case of Doe d. 
Pilkington v. Spratt (6 B. & A. W. 731), in which the expression ‘the 
heir and his heirs’? was used because a mere devise to the heir would 
have given him nothing but an estate for life, the will having been made 
before the Wills Act, 1837 (7 Will. 4 & 1 Vict. c. 26). The mere gift of a 
previous estate for life to the same , and the use of words which 
ne to import a futurity were not sufficient to take the case out of the 

©, as was shewn by Wrightson v. Macaulay (14 M. & W. 217). Counsel 
aleo relied upon Rawlinson v. Wass (9 Hare 673), Boydell v. Golightly +4 
Sim. 327), and the interpretation of the expression ‘‘ next-of-kin ’’ by the 
House of ,Lords in Bullock v. Downes (9 H. L. Cas. 1). The case of Doe a. 
King v. Frost was exceptional. The reply was that Doe ¢. King v. Frost, 
even though exceptional, shewed that the testator’s intention must be 

oycz, J.—The testator in this case, after a gift of a life estate to his 
eldest son, and other dispositions which do not deal with the estate till 
after the death of the survivor of his children, said: [Here the learned 
jndge read the provisions above stated, and continued:]. No doubt 
is the heir-at-law of the testator who primd facie was his eldest 
son. Because of the previous gift to the eldest son for life it is 
said that the word refers to the person who would have been 
testator’s heir if he had died at the date of the death of the 
his children. In support of this contention reference is made to the 


time of his death, upon the fact that the first devisee was given 
a power to charge legacies to the young-r children of his sister. 
In that case it was clear that the 
the testator was not his heir in the ordinary 
rule laid down in Jarman on Wills 
the heir has an e estate in the 
in a previous part of the will, and 
out. It is a mere conjecture, a mere surmise, 
O.J., said “ the testator, like other ignorant perso: 
of the actual possession, and not vesting o 
and had in contemplation tne person who woul 
that time.” There is not enough or nearly enough 
pet at Cae ee ee eee 
testator at the time of his death.—OounszeL, Walters Horne; Gatey ; 
Chitty. Souscrrors, Nicol, Son, §¢ Jones; Harrison § Powell, for G. 
Cartmel, Kendal. 

[Reported by J. F. Isexix, Barrister-at-Law. | 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 
UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


Oct. 28.—Mr. E. F. Spence in the chair.—Mr. G. Bernard Shaw moved : 
“That it is desirable, with a view to ascertain how much (if anything) is 
really left of the pretensions of vaccination as a prophylactic, that a 
Careful re-examination of the evidenc: should be made by a body of 
statistical and actuarial experts, from which body medical men shall be 
rigorously excluded.’’ Professor W. RB. Smith, M.D. opposed. The 
debate was continued by Messrs. F. M. Guedalla, Samuel Saw, Jr., H. 
Drysdale Woodcock, and J. W. Weigall, and Mr. Bernard Shaw 
The debate, which +e 6 one, was well attended, was 
kept up to a late hour. The motion was carried by one vote. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupznts’ Desatine Socrery.—Oct. 29.—Chairman, Mr. Barrett.— 
The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That this House approves of the action of 
the Colonial with reference to the Maltese language question.” 
Mr. Croom Johnson opened in the affirmative. Mr. Pleadwell opened in 
the negative. The following members also spoke: Messrs. Gordon, 
Powers, Hardman, Ball, ee gy Bip Ames, Richardson, Nevile, Hugh 
Rendell, John Rendell, and the opener having replied, th 
carried by five votes. 

BremincuamM Law Srupents’ Socrzry.—Oct. 29.—The first of two lectures 
by W. I. Gandy, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, on “‘ Elementary Conveyancing,” 
was delivered in the Law Library, Wellington-passage, Bennett’s Hill. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Martin Overisr, solicitor, of Worcester, died suddenly on the 
17th ult. at the age of seventy-three. He had left Worcester on 

previous day to join a shooting . On Thursday morning he went 
out and shot with remarkable and success, but as the luncheon party 
were mo away, Mr. Curtler fell down dead. He was the third son of 
the late Mr. Thomas Gale Curtler, solicitor, of Droitwich, who was for 
some years deputy-chairman of the Worcestershire Quarter Sessions. Mr. 
Martin Curtler was articled to Messrs. Hyde & Timms, and was admitted 
a solicitor in 1851. He business at Worcester, and sub- 





King v. Frost, in which it was decided that 
-at-law meant the person who was to have been 
bad died at the time when the issue 
decision was based upon the state 
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second son of the late Rev. Richard Jelf, Canon of Christ Church, Oxford, 


The Irish High Oourts of Justice were, says the Zimes Dublin corre- 


and Principal of King’s College, London. He was educated at Eton and | spondent, reopened at the Four Oourts on the 25th ult., after the Long 


Christ Church, Oxford. He was called to the bar in April, 1863, and was 


acation. the judges were present, with the exception of Mr. 


created a Queen’s Counsel in 1880, and was appointed Recorder of | Justice Wright, and there was a large attendance at the benchers’ meeting. 


The meetings of the benchers are held in private, but it is understood that 


Shrewsbury in 1879. 
e % , Pr ister-at- an application was received from Miss Johnston, daughter of Sir John B. 
rns Snes, Care ee ine, bas bese eapetetes te Johnston, of Londonderry, for permission to enter King’s-inn as a student 


the senior judgeship of his Britannic Majesty’s Court at Zanzibar, vacant 
on the retirement of his Honour Judge Orocknoll. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 


of law. This was the first occation on which a lady ha: sought admission 
to the Irish bar. Miss Johnston had several supporters amongst the 
benchers, but it was ultimately decided to refuse her application. 


After the usual mid-day adjournment at the Law Courts on Wednesday, 


Rosert Maynew.—Information Wanted as to Will supposed to have : . - - - 
idsumm Edgware- says the Daily Mail, Mr. Justice Kekewich, on resuming his seat, asked 
coger mena rae o> Sn 2 ene ange, a nat what had become of a witness who was in the box prior to his retiring for 


Draper.—Steward & Rouse, Solicitors, Ipswich. 





lunch. Nobody could say, and after a few minutes’ delay his lordship 
inquired ‘‘ where the nearest bar was situated.’”” Mr. P, Ogden Lawrence, 


GENERAL. K.0., who was engaged in the action, informed the court that it was quite 
Mr. Justice Lawrance has taken the South-Eastern Circuit at the autumn | near, and said, amid considerable merriment, that search was being made 


assizes in place of Mr. Justice Day, resigned 


for the errant witness. Mr. Justice Kekewich: Please do not go yourself, 
Mr. Lawrence. After a brief interval the witness, who had apparently 


Mr. Justice Kekewich has been elected treasurer of Lincoln’s-inn for the A 3 
ensuing year, in succession to Lord Justice Mathew, but his term of office | lost his Ay J - a corridors, returned, and the hearing of the action was 
proceeded with. 


will not begin until the 11th of January next. 


We find the following in the Central Law Journal, but we fancy the story 


Mr. Justice Walton has accepted an invitation f the In ted 
i cud its ameetiend. amt Ge is older than Lord Cairns: An embarrassing experience once happened, it 


Law Society of Liverpool to a dinner, which, it is understood, will be held | } 
on Saturday, the 16th of November, at the Exchange station Hotel. 


is said, to Lord Oairns. As Lord Chancellor he was ex oficio visitor of a 
certain insane asylum, and as such was entitled to be admitted at any 


a Seen Cm of Ce Pcl | iO yet me ain of hf, Sen 
i i servi : at the gate he was met by a gatekeeper who didn’t know 
OF thelt Majeetion ine Of Services to be performed at the Coronation | ji.) ‘and who told him he could not be admitted until the appointed day 
y for the public. His lordship a himself up and with dignity 


Mr. Horton Smith, K.0., has been elected Master of the Library of said, ‘‘ Do you know who I am? 


am the Lord Chancellor of England.’’ 


Lincoln’s-inn for the ensumg year; the Lord Chief Justice (Lord ; iad 66 , ‘ : 
Alverstone) has been appointed Dean of the Chapel; Sir Edward Clarke, Seas een ct teaatin bate cat.” Ch, Sats igh, Sy aan; 


K.0., has been appointed Keeper of the Black Books; and Lord 
Macnaghten has been appointed Master of the Walks. 


In the early Indiana days, says the St. Jumes’s Gazette, when both judges 


and attorneys literally ‘‘rode the circuit,’’ a newly-elected judge, noted 


Referring to the reputation of Lord Justice Mathew as a humorist, a : 
waiter the Daly T-lyraph eas that Poland, at whose name Freedom | fs ack of personal beauty, was pladsing song on honscback betwemn 
shrieks,’’ was his description, on a recent occasion, of Sir H. Poland, the hunter, who unslung his squirrel rifle from his shoulder and ordered the 
esteemed Treasury counsel. * Yes, a re-pairing lease,” he replied, when | horseman to dismount. Somewhat startled by this peremptory command, 


his 


someone suggested that a certain judge had taken a new lease of life since the jurist began to remonstrate. He was quickly cut short, however, by 
ae , ‘ the remark: ‘‘ It’s no use talking. I long ago swore that if I ever meta 
The judicial business of the House of Lords will be resumed on Tuesday, | plainer man than I am, I’d shoot him on sight.” The judge, sizing up the 


the 12th of November. The list contains twenty-nine cases, of which | the situation, promptly got off his horse. Folding his arms, he faced his 
assailan 


twenty-one are English, two are Irish, and six are Scotch appeals. There 


and said: ‘If I am any plainer than you are, for Heaven’s sake 


are three claims to — depending—viz., the Earldom of Norfolk, the | do shoot, and be quick about it.”” ‘Needless to say, his wit saved him. 
e Knay 


Baronies of Darcy h, — and Fauconberg, and the claim to 
the office of Lord Great Chamberlai 


When an ex-pupil offered his congratulations to Sir A. L. Smith 


of Engisad. on his elevation to the Court of Appeal the new Lord Justice, says 


The funeral of the late Sir A. L. Smith took place on the 24th ult.in the | the Daily Telegraph, succinctly replied: “No more wages, y’know.” 
churchyard of Knockando, Morayshire. There was a large gathering of | This par Bry te Me was rad to the rashness of a bygone Pe hove ~ oo 
the tenants of the late judge’s son-in-law, Mr. Grant, of Wester Elchies, | When the office was first created those who were about to be appointed 
a gentlemen from London and the provinces also attended. A | were offered two alternatives—an extra £500 per annum, or membership 
mem: service was held on Saturday afternoon at Holy Trinity Church, | of the Privy Council. The latter unremunerated distinction was selected, 
Sloane-street, and was attended by many of the judges, members of the | and succeeding generations of appellate judges have accordingly been 


bar, and friends of the late judge. 


sworn of the Privy Council. he rash resolve of the original Lord 


In the course of the hearing of a case on Tuesday, before Wills, J., | Justices is enshrined in section 13 of the Judicature Act of 1873, which 


Mr. Montague Lush, who conducted the case in the absence of Mr. Jelf, 
took a legai point for the defendant. Mr. Justice Wills remarked that 
the case was characteristic in one respect. ‘‘I hope now,’’ he continued, 
**that Mr. Jelf is on the Bench we chall not have so many points of 
law. I never tried a case in which Mr. Jelf was engaged in which many 
points of law did not arise, and that I was not asked to take a note of them 
as a matter of course.”’ 
The following are the arrangements made for holding the autumn assizes 
on the Northern Circuit—viz., the commissions will be opened at Carlisle 
on Saturday, November 2; at Lancaster on Wednesday, November 6 ; 
at Manchester on Saturday, November 9; and at Liverpool on Wednesday 
November 27. Business wiil commence at each place on the day after 
the commission day at 11 o’clock. Tae trial of special jury causes will 
commence at Manchester on Monday, November 11, and at Liverpool on 
Thursday, November 28. 
The following are the circuits chosen by the judges for the Winter 
Assizes—viz., Northern Circuit, Justices Wills and Bucknill; South- 
Eastern Circuit, Justices Grantham and Wright, the latter taking the 
first part and the former the second half of the circuit; North Wales 
it, Mr. Justice Lawrance; South Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice 
Kennedy ; Midland Circuit, Justices Bruce and Bigham; Oxford Circuit, 
Justices Philumore and Jelf; North-Eastern Vircuit, Justices Ridley and 
Walton; Western Circuit, Justices Channell and Darling. The Lord Chief 
Justice will remain in town. 
In the course of an article on “The Law of Mortgage,”’ the South African 
Law Journal says that it has become the almost invariable custom in the 
Cape Colony to insert in every special mortgage bund on immovable 
property a — calied the “‘ general pw 2 whereby, in addition to the 
property specially mortgaged, a general mortgage over all the property of 
the debtor is constituted. In fact the ieamtton a8 this clause pe general 
that 1t has been decided by the court that where a power of attorney 
authorizes an attorney to appear before the Registrar of Deeds to 
acknowledge 4 debt and to pass a mortgay. bond in favour of the creditor, 
the attorney is authorized to insert in the bond any clause which, by the 
established usage and custom of the colony, it is the practice to insert in 
such bonds and therefore also to insert the general clause in a special bond 


allots *‘ to each of the ordinary judges of the Court of Appeal, and to each 
of the other judges of the High Oourt of Justice, the sum o7 five thousand 
pounds a year.” 

A correspondent of the St. James’s Gazette says that some years ago he 
briefed the late Mr. Overend, Q.C., and Mr. Justice Day (then a stuff 
gownsman) for a plaintiff. The burden of the fight fell upon Mr. Day, 
who had settled the pleadings and advised throughout. The plaintiff was 
successful, and Mr. Overend handed back his brief at the close of the case, 
indorsed as follows :— 

The plaintiff as he left the court 
Was overheard to say: 

“I’ve won the day, I’ve won the day, 

I bad won Oo: 9 hag - d 
Indeed, I thought it — 

But was quite certain of the fact 
When it was ‘ Overended,’”’ 

The present Bishop of Stepney, according to the World, at one time 
intended to enter the profession of the law. Mr. Lang came up to 
London, entered as a student at Inner Temple, and went to read common 
law with Mr. Robson, then one of the leading juniors and at present one 
of his Majesty’s Counsel and Member of Parliament. During his sojourn 
in London he continued to interest himself in social work in the East End, 
frequently lecturing at Toynbee Hall and in the newly-formed University 
Settlement known now as Oxford House, Bethnal Green. As a matter of 
course the examinations of the Council of Legal Education presented no 
difficulty to an ex-secholar of Balliol, and were all duly parsed. On the day 
before ‘‘call’’? night in 1899, however, althongh poswssed of all the 
requisite qualifications for admission to the bar, he surprised his friends by 
telegraphing to the authorities in the Temple to remove his name from the 
list of candidates, as he did not propose to present himself to the Benchers 
on the following evening. 

Mr. Sydney H. Barber, LL.B., Mr. W. A. Macfayden, LL.D., advocates 
of the Supreme Oourt, Oape Oolony, and of the late South African 
Republic, and Mr. J. H. L. Findlay, solicitor of the same: courts, have, 
say the South African Law Journal, for some time past been ee in 
transla the Statute Law of the late South African Republic, having 





on immovable property. 


been a ted as a Commission for that. purpose by Lord Milner. The 
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work is rinted in England ; it comprices about 1,350 ; it will 
be obeys £57 calf; and is now due for sale in this country. trans- 
lation is, we understand, not intended to be official in the sense that it is 
not the official version of the laws—the Dutch still remains the official 
version. Messrs. Barber and Findlay have also revised a translation of the 
statute law of the late Orange Free State prepared by ©, L. Botha, Esq., 
Advocate of the late South African Republic. The printing of the Orange 
River Colony statutes is well in hand and should be available to the public 
within the next few months. 


Mr. Thomas Terrell, K.C., writes to the Times to suggest that the reason 
of the terrible block in the Court of Appeal is pretty obvious. There are 
six judges of the Court sitting in two divisions. For final appeals, which 
constitute four-fifths of the work, three judges must sit together (the Act 
of 1899 having proved a failure), This requires all the judges to be in 

health at the same time, and experience teaches us that very 
uently that is not the case, with the result that one or other of the 
divisions] of the court is rendered unavailable. Why not appoint a sixth 
Lord Justice, and when his services are not wanted in the Court of 
Appeal, the spare Lord Justice (taking it in turns) might be utilized in 
trying — cases as a court of first instance. This would tly 
ieve both the Chancery and King’s Bench Divisions by clei the 
ordinary lists of patent actions. It would provide an admirable 
for this troublesome class of case, as all the Lords Justices are very 
familiar with patent law, having in the ordinary course of their duties to 
deal with the subject very frequently, and it would supply a spare judge 
to complete either division of the Court of Appeal in case an emergency 
should arise. It should always be remembered that a Lord Justice only 
costs the country a3 much as an ordinary judge of first instance. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1x ATTENDANCE ON 


Emencency Arrgzat Covrr Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
No. 2. KEKEWICH. ByREyg. 


Mr. Jackson Mr. W. Leach 
P Greswell 
Jackson W. Leach 
Pemberton Greswell 
Jackson W. Leach 
Pemberton Greswell 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
BuckLey. Joycr. 


Greswell 





Chueh 
King 


Mr. Justice 
Cozens-Harpy,. 


Mr. Justice 
Farwer.u. 


Mr. Godf 
rey 
Godfrey 


Farmer 
Godfrey 
Farmer 





THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Nov. 6.—Messrs. H. E, Foster & Cranriz.p, at the Mart, at 2:—A Freehold Ground- 
rent of £70 per annum, at Brixton ; 4 Freehold Houses, £218 per 
annum. Solicitor, G, J, Fowler, Esq , London,—#leven Freehold Houses at Thornton 
Heath, producing £429 per annum, Solicitors, Messrs, Oldfield, Bartram, & Oldfield, 
London. (See advertisements, this week, p. 23 ) 

Nov. 7.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrie.p, at the Mart, at 2 p.m. :— 


ONS: 
To One-third of a Trust Estate, value £16,262, in Freeholds and Railway Stocks ; 
lady aged 69. Also to One-sixth of £31,550, on decease of the same and a 
66. Solicitors, Messrs. Bloomer, Currie, & " 
. _of a Trust Fund, value £3,610; lady aged 55; with policy. Also 
» big of £7,000; lady aged 66. Solicitors, Messrs, Douglas , x4 
Oey on. 

To One-ninth of £9,170 on Mertoege; lady aged 66, provided a gentleman aged 37 

survive her; with policy. Solicitors, oeoen. Cae ¢ & Co., tcheap. 
To One-sixth of a Trust Estate in India Stock and Consols, value £2,715; two 
tor, l 


ladies aged 83 and 57, provided gentieman aged 28 survi BSelicitor, Mess 
ae eocegetin, Wet, s Wert, iamdon. | OO weet on wa pin 
‘o J ito: Gov t ; icy. 
ae ey ee OP a Pain antes eae ivan e 
‘oa value £2,270, in Railway and Brewe 49; 
also to £1,500 on decease of the came lody and a lady aged 78. tors, 
Messrs Blachford, Norton, & Smith, London, 
LIFE INTEREST of a Gentleman, 27, in One-fifth of a Trust Fund on 
— a Per annum; with policy. Solicitors, Messrs, 
POLICIES : ; 
For £2,000, with profits, 
For £1,000, with pan, effected in 1839. Solicitors, Messrs. Dewes & Brook 


arris, Nuneaton. 
(See advertisements, this week, p. 23.) 
RESULT OF SALE. 

Mesars. OC. 0. & T. Moore sold the following properties at the Mart on Thursda i 
land 8, Hill-street (stabling adjoining), 8, Canoes -steeet, and. four plete of et 4840; 
al, enone Le - P R. i A 3 Victoria- Kentish Towa, = Ss 
tix plota of land in Leyton, £100.’ Result of sale, £3,210. sare ha 





lord, 








Same TO B amagray se Hovss Purcuassas anp Lxssaxs.—Before pur- 
ing or renting a house have the Sani Arrangements th 

Tested and Reported upon by an rt ro The Sanitary meting 
Oo, (H. Carter, O.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee 
tees on receipt of full particulars. Established 25 years. Telegrams, 


WINDING UP. NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—Fuipay, Oct. 26, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuarep in CHanozry. 


A. W. Warrs & Oo, Lacrrzp—Orelitors ano sequized, on or befase Dec 10, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of debts or claims, to Frederick Pedder 
Ray, 71, Southampton 


“ ComMPAGNIE DE RECHERCHE ET D'EXPLOITATION DE GisemENTS Méyauuréees, Limit 
are required, on or before Dec 9, to send their names and addresses, and 
om p he debts or claims, to Edward Dexter, 11, lronmonger In. 
, Old Jewry, solors to liquidator : 
Eastsovrye Streamsure Co, Limrrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
beseo Des 6, to send thelr namess end addresses, and the of their 
an 
, Leadenhall st, solors for liquidator 
Garzsuzap Unionist Cius Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Dec 14, 
send their names and and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles 
Humble, 12, West st, Gateshead. Swinburne. , solor to liquidator 
tm hy Ppa Ey ag FT bt a 
lov 6. yu 10, 1 » 
of must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in afcernoon of 


Nov 

Kervit & Best, Limrrep—By an order made by the Vacation Judge, dated Oct 9, it was 
ordered that the voluntary winding up of Keevil & Best, Limited, be continued. Styer, 
Threadneedle st, solor for : 

Lxap Oxipe Co, Luntsp tors are required, on or before Dec 2, to send their names 
and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Eiles Hill, 79, Mark In 

County Pavating or LancasTeEn. 
Luorep mm CHANCERY. 

Execrrican Recutatine anp Licgutinc Synpicats, Linrrep—Peta for winding 
presented Oct 21, directed to be heard at the Assize strapgeways, Manchester, 
on Monday, Nov 11, at 10.80 o’clock, Swire & Higzon, 26, Cooper st, Manchester, for 
armitage & Co, Huddersfield, solors for ing creditor. Notice of appearing must 


petation’ x 
reach the above-n+med not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 9 
LawcasHirnge Finance Association, Luurep—Petn for winding up, + Oct 22, 
Nov 4. 
must reach 


directed to be heard at St George’s Hall, Liverpool, on Monday, 
1, Water st, Liverpool, solors for Notice of appearing 
named not later than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 2 


London Gazette.—Tuxspay, Oct. 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep um CHancery. 
Bricuron Eneingenine Co, w} are req 


addresses, 
Johnston Ganson, 15, Bloomsbury st. 
Epwarps Execrricat Co, Luar are 
——— Darville, 19 and 2, Queen ia st. 
oe Dyzixc Co, Limrrsp—Creditors are required, on or bef: 
names and addresses, and i 
Herbert Gardner and Peter E. 
Wright & Co, Bradford, solors ae 
Samuet. Canter & Co, Limitep (of the Union Eyelet Works, Merefield, Rochdale)— 
Creditors are required, om or before Dec 7, to send their names and addresses, and the 
rticulars of their debts or claims, t» John Philip Garnett, 22, Booth st, Manchester, 
borne, Rochdale, solor for liquidator 
County Patatine or Lancaster. 
Lourep inv Cuancery. 
Automatic Pnoroscore Senseanem, Luutso—Peta for winding up 
& A & Norfolk oie ot gg op a 
: . m 
the above-named not than 2 o’clock in the afternoon of Nov 9 


a mag? nl 


on or bef 
of tneir debts 
lye & Lreacher, Brighton, solors 
on or before 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, Oct 11. 
Swansea Nov8 Jones & Treharne, Swansea 
Est, Wi Nov 16 —_, ; 
Dec1 Cook & Jefferis, Cardiff 


Ainsworts, Avicia Harian 

ALABASTEB. EvizaBeTH Ann 

Anprews, Tomas Horzwe 1, Canton, 

AskEY, Tuomas, Perry Bar, Staffs Nov 8 

Bisnor, Henry, Kent, Grocer Nov 12 vesend 

Brypon, Jonn MoKgan Nov 16 Westell & Son, Witney, Oxon 

Burcess, Jonn Royiz, Nov 10 Stott, Manchester 

Caviz, Ann. Tunbridge Wells 

Danaenr, Tuomas, Cheddon Fitzpaine N 

Dussen, Jonn, Hampton, Gardener Nov 1 

Dusen, Mania, ll Lock & 

Dun.op, Mary Axy, worth, Notts 

Evers. ADA OLABA, 

Franon, Jonny, New Brighton, Chester & 

Fizipine, Gerace, Glossop, Derby, Foreman Engineer 
@ilosso: 


Firyxss, _~- Folkestone Nov9 Harrizon & Son, Folkestone 
Garton, Henry, Sheffield, Saw Handie Maker Novi1 Auty & Sons, Sheffield 
Green JULIAN, Printer Nov 30 Addyman & 
QuitmetrTs, Roperrson Watxer, Knui Chester Nov 30 Chorlton & Son, Man- 
wacves, ALFRED, Westcott, nr Dorking Nov 19 Clowes & Co, King’s Bench walk, 
Hoar, Ooravia Lucy, Kimbolton, Hunts Oct 31 Carlyon & Sy ao 
Ho..anp, THomas, Wilderspool, ar Warrington Nov? Davies & Warrington 
Houuipay, Cuaries James, Nov ll Martyn & Martyn, New Bridge st 
| tag py te ay architect, Ost 18 urosby, Fleetwood 
iN, AM 
JonEs, Axn, UR Nov i8 Bradley, Cardiff ; 


! , JOHN , Carrier Ovt 30 Philips & Aberdare 
Knowsna, Faaxcis Epwanp, Bayswater Nov 19 = & Comins, Salters’ Hall ct, 


rs 
Lunine, Witnetmina, Stoke Newington Oct 31 Timbrell & Deighton, King William st, 


Marravens, Any, Dec il Simmone & Co, Bath 

Mornay, Witt14n, Hesket, Cumberland Nov 12 Littl & Lamonby, Penrith 
Rocrns, Joun Vencoz, Bath Decll Simmons & Bath 

Rickerrs, Susan, Droitwich, Worcester Nov 16 Curtler & Oo, Worcester 
RiteTr, Sanan, Haling Novdi Ruston & Brentford 
Jarre, Manxs, Leeds, Tailor Nov? Jones & Co, 
Suergerp, Magrsa, Clevedon, Somerset Nov 20 


Sourmzaron, Sanau, Mitcham 


Liverpool _ 
31 Davis & Knowles, 
















Leeds 
Waterhouse & Co, Now ct, Lincola’s 





” London. Telephone, “ No. 316 Westminster.’’—[Apvr. ] 


Nov5 Benneti & Oo, Moorgate st 





18 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





Nov. 2. 1901, 








, Brrsy. Boston, Butcher Noy 21 ps map Station, Lincoln Wuirt, Joun Puxuey, Brighton ow Dewes & Musson, Ashby de la Zouch 
Brort, ny Exizapetn, Brooks’s Bar, nr lov 10 Manchester Wuittry, Atrrep, Yarmouth, lof W Nov 12 Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 
Brrarrox. ELLEN. Les Warwick Nov 9 Basdity S Oo, Gt (gr st’ Witcocg, Hannan Mani, Leigh, Lancs Novi Dootson, h, Lancs 
Trearx, Jony Spencer, Ashby de la Zouch, and, Birmingham Wutuams, Wittiam Heyey, Cardiff Oct 80 Yorath & Jones, 

Wriuixk, Tacos. » Eesex Novi9 Surridge, Essex 


Warsoy. Tuomas, Mounteett, aban, Innkeeper Novi5 Ridley, 
‘Wuartmuort, Many, Kidderminster Novi3 Ivens & Co, Kidderminster 


Waker, Natuan WIM. ’s Bush Nov 7 Wood 1s Sons, Eastcheap | 
Waits, Cuaaxes, Tottenham, Auctioneer Nov18 Wells & Sons, Paternoster row 


Youne, Joux, Ne 
Tyne 








Been, Joun. Fulham rd, age me aun, Art Dealer Novi { 
ati2 Bankrupte toy bidga, C arey 

BeLttamy, Wattses Nok, pa Liv verpool, penn 
Agent Nové at 12 Off Ree, 35, Vietoria at, Li 

Buacksvsn, THomas, Derby, Victualier Nov 1 at 
8 Off Reo, 47, Fall st, ym 

Bocket-FPuasx, B B, tor Car Proprietor Nov 7 
at12 Queen’s Hotel, 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Oct, 25. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Autoren, Witt James. wo Coal Merchant Gt 
Yarmouth Pet Oct 22 


, Bupsat Agtx House Agent 
i— Pet Oot 2 Ord oration, _ Boornsy, Sarag, 8t Anne’s on the Sea, Lancs. General 
ATKINSOX, wy Boot Dealer Bradford Dealer Nov4atil Off Ree, 14, <paae a, Preston 
. Pet Lad. ie CoopER, om oy Ya General Dealer olat4 Off 
COCK, A, x Kingston w 
all Pet Oct 28 gra Oot Seite Ast os Bors Winttan, Heya, Boot Maker Nov 4 at 11.30 
Beegn, Jonx, Fulham unster 4 Dealer Ree, 4, Chapel st, Preston 
ra r Bet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22" By Bunort, Eins, Nottingham, Boot Maker Nov 1 at 8 
ap, Witu1aM, Refreshment house K Castle Nottingham 
theffierd Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct a — — Spital st, Ley oy ber Merchant 
ov 8, 


2 

Brock. Axniz, Low stoft, Boarding house Proprietress 

te Bm Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Cuarx, M H Lowrues, Harrow 8t Albans Pet Oct 2 
Ord Oct 18 

Curries, Jossrx, Gt Horwood, Bucks, Farmer Banbury 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


Eayas, ExizaseTs oe Lines. Pawnbroker Peter- 


Fiamin, JouN ARCHIBALD, Walter'Be Belchamp, Essex, Farmer 
Nov 4at12 Towahall, hag = | 

Gotpstraw_ Cuakves, Bilston, 's, Chemist Nov 1 at 
1l Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Hae, Jou~n Brown, Margate, dier Nov 7at9 Off 
Rec, 68, Uasti- st, Canterbury 

Homstey. Henry, Whitstable, Kent, Grocer Nov 2 at ll 
Off Ree. 68, ' astle st, Canterbury 

| Murtos, 5 Carlton Colville, cuaeh, Farmer Nov 2 

ati2 Off Rec, 8, King st, Nor 





tigh Court Pet Oct 9 4 
Frews, Jouyx ArcarsaLp, Walter Be'champ, Essex, Farmer 
Colchester Pet Oct 


21 Ord Oct 21 Aes, Ch Park Hany Alaae' Bisdon, Oxford, Farmer Nov 1 
Fosses, Persr 0. ELL, Morley, Yo: emist Dews- | ate’s, 
PetOct7 Ord Oct 13 | Pao Jous Gt Grimsby, “at Bricklayer Nov 1 
Haut, Hesey, H Pearl ate Manufacturer ff Reo, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsb: 
sm Pet Oct 2i Ord Oct 2 Parts, mt, Ha Derby. Nov 5 at 
Horswait, Exiza Maripa, Gray | 1116 Midland Sotel, Station st, t 
ord Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 | Pootey, Joux, St Austell, Cornwall, Tailor ‘ine 5 at 12 
Hvurcutrsos, CHar.es on, ter r Off Rec, Boscawen st. 
Pet Oct Urd Oct RocEnrs, jeer Austix, Newport, I rom 
Janvis, Hzsay Ercnazp, Swindon Swindon Pet Oct 21 | Nov 4at 2.30 Off Rec, 19, Quay Newport, I w 
Urd Oct | oe, Frep, Buteber Noviatil Off Rec, 


21 
Joxzs, Heyzy, Liansamiet, Glam, Builder Aberavon Pet | 


st, 
Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 j re. Gzorcz, Sarbiton Novi at 11.30 2%, Rai'way 


, London Bridge 


Kzyr, Wire, Swineshead, Lincs, Butcher Boston Pet 
det 21 Ord Oct 2 Sure Sauzs Hexey Ecton, nr Wetton, Staffs, Black- 
McLavcuus, J C, Whitfield st, Finsbury High Coart Of Reo, 23, King Bdward st, 


smith Nov 1 at 11.30 
Macclesfield 


Spencer, Hanry, East Retf Notts, Coal Merchant 
Nov 5 at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, 
Srzvens, Louisa, Streatham, Gorn De Dealer Nov 1 at 12.30 
, Railway app, London Bridge 
Southampton, Baker Nov 6 at 3.30 
Rec, 172, High st, Southampton 


High Court Pet 


Owzx, Joux, Lianduino, Cab Proprietor Ban Fet 
Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 - 


Ruivpiz, Jous, Swaiwell. Durham, Farmer Neweastle on | Tuomas, Jous Lewis, Swacsea, Commercial Traveller 
Tyne Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 | Novlati2 Off Rec, 81 =, Acne 54, Swansea 
a ee Brapier, bey A 4 Halifax, Silk Dresser | Tuoupson, Gzoncz, Lawrence In, Fioanciai Agent Nov 6 

Halifax one 7 ony ee ot 
Srzspiove, A ag Se * ede, Draper Laton | Veare & Carrs, Nov Gat 11 Bank 
Pet Oct 21 "Ord Oct 21 gre | ow, Carey st ane 
Srzscze, y, East Retf ‘ Merchant | ammuan, F Erueam, Coal Dealer Nov 
Lameuln Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct at12 Off Reo, 31, Silver st. 


Bradford, Wool Merchant Nov lat 
Ww J Huse, sy, Hetfords Cycle Manuf 

ILLIAMSOS, an YY. ‘ac 
turer Nov5at 12.30 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoin 


Amended notice epiatetel tae Hot pelted to he 
London Gazette 


MitcHELy, Tuomas WIitu1Am, Sale Yorks, Solicitor 
Nov 1 at11.30 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 
Amended notice substituted for that lished in 
London Gazette of Oct 18 : 
Haszis, Witt1am, Newport, Coal Dealer Oct 25 at 12 
Off Rec, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, Mon 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


ALBOT, Southampton, Baker Southampton 
Pet Oct 21 an Ord Oct 21 
Warts, Gzrozrcz Witi14x, Potton, Liscs, Tailor Boston 
Pet Oct2i Ond Oct 
Woon, Gzroacz, Jouy Wien Woop, and Frascis Joserx 
Woop, Hapton, 
Barnley Pet Oct 2. Ord Oct 23 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Asvai, Mazr Jaz, a Wycombe, Dresamaker Nov 2 


ati? 1, 8 Aldate’ 
Arvurscos, Bexsaury, ‘Bradford, Boot Boot Dealer Nov 1 at 


Yarwortn, Evizapetu Powtes. Monmouth Nov 1 
upon 





1130 Off Ree, 31, Manor row. Br-diord 
Treesax, Witiian, Wi! Norfolk, Farmer Nov 
14 o£ 10.00 Court House, King’s Lenn 


Atoze, Wiuiam Jaues, Lowestoft, Coal Merchant Gt 
Yarmouta Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


1 
Tyne, Grocer Nov 9 






Asutzy, Joux, Manchester, 
head Pet Sept 20 
AsPLAND. Passen, Handsworth 


Arxivson, Bensamuix, Bradford, 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Brock, Annis, Lowestoft, Boarding house Proprietres 
Gt Yarmouth Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Dean, Cuantes James, Victoria st, Westminster High 

Bava Eater Sanne Lite, Pewabroe 
¥ IZABETH, 0. ‘awnbri ‘ 
1 Pet Oct 23, Ord Oct 28 ne 


Frnuix, Jonn Ancuipatp, Walter Belchamp, Essex, Far 
mer Coichester Pet Gct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Houwanp, Sy Se Park rd, Crouch End, Saddler High 
Coart Pet Oct17 Ord Oct 21 

HopeweE1, ya MarILpa, +a Essex, Furnishing 
Ironmonger Chelmsford Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Hurcunsoy, CHanxes, Stapleton, Leicester Leicester 
Oct 28 Ord Oct 28 

James, ALBERT, Isleworth, Fishmonger’s Assistant Brent- 
ford Pet 28 Ord Oct 19 

Jarvis, Henzy Ricnarp, Swindon Swindon Pet Oct a 


21 

Joxzs, Hexzy, Liansamlet, Glam, Builder Aberavon Pet 
Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 

Keatinc, Henry Ernest Jonny, and Parrick Jams 
Lox. Birmingham, Printers Birmingham Pet Oct i4 


22 
Key, Witreiw, Swiceshead, Lincs, Butcher Boston Pe 
Ky * On OSS as High Court Pet Oc 
1GHT, SYDNEY uilder 
12 ‘Ord Oct 31 


Mazsow. Heszy Hersert b +7, Suff Baker 
vambridge Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 2 ~ 

Ow rng  Jouxy Llandudno, Gab Proprietor Bangor Pet Od 

Poulin Freperick Loggalve, fast on Sea, Printer 
High Court Pet Sept 20 Ord O 

ustell, md Tailor Truro Pet 


Rosrysoy, 8am Braviey, Warley, 7 Halifax, Silk Dresser 
Halifax Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 2 


| 
Scucs, Ienaz, Enszst Manc, and , Avret Berazs, 
Little High t Pe 


By - AF ln, Fur Merchants 
Srexcer, Harry, eat Retford, Notts, Coal Merchast 
s oe Sone rnbin be Drs Lats I 
PENDLOVE, ARTHUR, Dunstable, Beds ui 
Oct 21° Ord Oct” apres 


1 
Sprurpess. Ex1, Leeds, Cab Proprietor Leeds Pet Oct 8 


Ord Oct 22 
Fassen, Aare, pSeetomgten. Baker Southampton Pe 
Ord 
Warts, Gzoscz Wit14m, Boston, Lincs, Tailor Bosta 
Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 21 


Woop, Geoncz, Jouy Wittiam Woop,and Francis Jossrs 
‘y Proprieton 


Woop, Hapton, nr Burnley 
Burnley Pet Oct 23 Ord Oct 23 


ur 


London Gazette.—Tunspay, Oct;29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Baey, Bicuarp, Manchester Manchester Pet Oct i 
Ord Oct 21 
BickovsxY, Mygz, Dalston, Cabinet Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Oct Ord Oct 24 


24 
BoisuAw, Joszru Agtruvs, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pd 
Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 












NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


35, CORNHILI, LONDON, F-C.- 








Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





DIRECTORS. 
WILLIAM JAMES THOMPSON, Eeq., Chairman. 


LAWRENCE EDUMANN CHALMERS, ne" W. URRAY GUTHRIE, Bons MP. 
WILLIAM FOWLEE, Ea. | WILLIAM HANCOCK, Esq. 


LEWIS BEAUMONT, Eeq. Sub-Manager: PHILIP HARILD WADE, Esq. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


ptt | HOG: 
OHN FRANCIS 
AUGUSTUS SILL 


Secretary: CHARLES WOOLLEY, Eaq. 


S oat: 
ogthvy, Baa 


Manazer: 
Asditors: JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.); FRANCIS WILLIAM PIXLEY, Eeq. (Messrs. Jackson, Pixley, Browning, & Co.) 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





‘ved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans 
received ms ear = © Se and yt ge 
Longer eriods u erms to pecially Agr 
vestments ix and Sales of all : 
Communications upon this subject to be addressed 


A 
tice 


Grice upon ‘Negotiable Securities. 
at the Current Market Rates, and f 


descriptions of British and Foreign Securities effected. 
to the Manager. 
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peony Ore Ivo Lie y. oss, Provision Dealer Sheffield 
Ord Oct 26 


aly Arua CoaNEy Dichin, Commission Agent 
ton Pet Oct 9 Ord Oct 
pouscce os Ord Oct a8 Bugle, Comwall, Builder Truro Pet 


Hammersmith. Commercial Traveller 
cunexas, ny Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 


CLARK, wy od Praxors. Barnstaple, Boot Dealer Barn- 
staple Pet Oct 


> py '- Fa Frepericx 
Frank Goprrey. UBEN JOHN 
sa ee Stratford, Printers High Court Pet Oct 26 


Ord Oct 26 
Cou y FREDERICK, Ty Cab Proprietor High Court 
‘Bet Oct Ord Oct 2 


CoLLINsON, aR Bearborough, Glas Dealer Scarborough 
Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 

Onawey, ay Corztasp, Watford, Herts, House 
Furnisher St Albans Pet Oct 11 Ora Oct 24 


way Hewry, Croydon Oroydon Pet Oct 23 Ord 
— -T Janam. Dove, } Licensed Victualler Canterbury 
Fixcu, Epwix Georaz, 8t Sy st, Piccadilly, Wine 
Merchant Court peroas * Ord Oct 25 
Fowraaxker, Hexry James, Denmark st, Charing Cross rd, 
a. Sem High h Court’ Pet Oct 26 Ord 
26 
Ganpiver, NicHoLson Rome Walsall, Chief Constable 
Walsall Pet Oct5 Ord Oct 25 
_p *r— ny AY ae Bootmaker 
Goon, Sosnon, Huckney rd Clothier High Court Pet Oct 


Seqee, Watrer, Cleethorpes, Grocer Gt Grimsby ; Pet 
Oct 16 Ord 25 
csmewenes, 3 JAMES ba Cry Darlington Stockton 
on Tees Oct 11 Ord Oct 


Jorcs, Jouyn | he Wellingborough, Baker Northamp- 
ton Pet 24 Ord Oct 24 
Lzs, SamveL, Bolton, Greengrocer Bolton Pet Oct 26 
Ord Oct 


26 
Mxans, Henny, and Tomas Opett, Tinsley, Charlwood, 
Farmers Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 22 


Nwierr, Henry, and Francis Nistert, Bispham, or 
Builders Preston Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
NicHos, wl fe Glam, Contractor Aberavon 


26 
Pamrzr Bros, Worcester, Grocers Worcester Pet Oct 15 
Ord Oct 26 


PatrREEMan, Joun James, Stockton on Tees, Fruiterer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Oct 24 a. Oct 24 

Parrerson, Samver, W: Butter Dealer Walsall 
Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 

Poutrsr, Wittiam, Highworth rd, Bowes park High 
Court Pet Octis Ord Oct 25 

Betcuxowrrc#, Isaac, Lower Ay, oy Timber Merchant 


h Court Pet Oct 25 
Sryuovur, Percy poe, per cary a Licensed Victualler 
ouith High Court Pet Oct 2 


Croydon 

Siey, Henry, 
Ord Oct 24 

Soiansky, Perr Simon, Cheetham, Manchester, Draper 
Manchester Pet Sept Ord Oct 28 

SurrH. Cuarntes Txomas, Hanslope, Bucks, Licensed 
Victualler ey Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 95 

Swrx. QS8rzrxen Heyry. Topsham. Devon, Coal 

Merchant Exeter Pet Oct 25 Ord Ost 25 
Sur, WiLLiam canes, Handsworth, Grocer Birmingham 


+ ~ Euizapetu, High Shields, ee. 
in Fancy Goods Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 26 
rn Ost 2s Fro St La Ramsgate 

ENRY YER, “1 nr 
Canterbury Pet Oct24 Ord Oct 24 
Witzs, Stzrnen Fietcuer, Reading, Cycle Manufacturer 
Reading Pet Oct 25 ‘Ord Oct 25 


FIRST MESTINGS. 


Assort, Tazopors Joun, Thornton Heath Nov 7 at 11.30 
4, Railway tof, 
ay WiLiiaM ‘AMES, ames Coal Merchant Nov9 

at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Awoock, Jacon, Southboro why Kent, Draper Nov 5 at 
11.80 24, Railway app, London 
LEY, Ricnarp, Manchester Nov 6 at 280 Off Rec, 
Byrom st, Manchester 

Bracock, eae. Grimsby, Grocer Nov 5 at 11 Off 

Trinity house In, Hull 
a7 ieee 
at uptey 

Binp, WILLIAM, Sheffield,” Refreahmn — A house Keeper 
Nov 5at12 Off Rec, Fiatree in, Sheffield 

<r jan, sy | amp ag Manager Nov 5 at 


Brock, Anxix, Lowestoft, house Eecaeietvess 
Nov 6 at 8° Suffolk Hotel, Lowestoft, Suffolk 

O.anx, M H Lowrnen, Harrow Nov 7 at 12 Off Reo, 
95, Temple chmbra, Tem - av 

Coun, Frepgnicx, Chelsea, Oab Proprietor Nov 5 at 12 


Carey st 
Date, Isaac, and Wittram Kemp, 


ham, Shop- 
fitters Nov6at12 174, yg st, ham 
Dawxan, Toomas Kwirtox, South Normanton, ney 
Coifery ery Bankeman Nov 6 at Off Rec, 47, Full st, 
by 
Bavoy, poonae Ee oe Lyd Baal 6 at 12 Law 
Ensxkive, eames E.uis a Weber pl Rusrellsq Deo 
19 nt 1080 Off Reo, 18. Bedford circus, Exeter 
Girrinos, Samuet Eynox, Walsall, Boot Dealer Nov 7 at 
11,80 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Hatt, Evwin Heapenr, Wanstrow, Somerset, 
Nov6atl180 Off Reo, Baldwin at Briet»l 
uiLtow, Manoaner, Birkenhead Lodging house Keeper 
Sov 668 18.00 Mae” Walml Gtas 
DW ARD oe ona, Stone Beer Manufac- 
turer Nov7 at Off Ww 


at Sot 


1 


Jzuizy, Assert, Wandsworth, Ironmonger Nov 6 at 
1.30 at, Baliway ape, Loaton 

wer Henry, L —— ss Builder Nov7at12 Off Rec, 

Kwiont, Tuomas, Hay Mills, Warwick, Coal Merchant 
—- 


Birmingham 
mien Soy Hewry, Glam, Grocer Nov 5 


"aan 
Oana, Anruce, Jon a. read Bolt Manufacturer Nov 7 
olverhampton 
Owxn, Jonn, Liand Nov 6 at 3.30 
Station Hotel, Llandudno Jun 








Parrer, Gzores Wituram and WituiaM Isaac Painter, 
Wi , Grocers Nov 8 at 10.30 45, Copenhagen st, 


yay Dorset, Builder Nov 
12.30 Endless 

Pitsrow, Witttam Francis Faisoss, Obese, Bader Nov 7 at li 
Regs, Tuomas, Glam’ Parmer Nev 7 at 12.30 Off 


Rivp.e, Jone, Seige Bano Farmer Nov 6 at 11.30 

Ryp1na, DE = Vane, Shepherd’s s Bash. Dental Mechanic 
Nov7at12 Bankruptcy —— < Carev st 

Seppo, ie Viort1, Yorks, Commercial 
Clerk Nov6 at 12.30 m,Paney Seeds es —» & 


Byrom st, Mand 
ON na. ~ <r 
chant Nov 18 st 10.80 Rec, 18, Bedford circus, 


Srurgpens, Ext, Leeds, Omnibus Proprietor Nov 5 at ll 
a — St ., fag, Park ow isin av Nov 11 at 12 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 


Pos, Txomas Wa is, 





SHULKIND, am 
6 at 8 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Azno.p, Husert Arruve, Brighton, House Agent Brighton 
Pet Oct 2 Ord Oct 24 

Bariey, Ricnarp, Choriton on Medlock, Manchester Man- 
chester Pet Oct 21 Ord Oct 23 

Brrr, Jonx, Munster Park, Art Store Dealer High Court 
Pet Oct 22 Ord Oct 24 

Bickovsxky, a a Cabinet Manufacturer High 
Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Oct 


24 
Brown, Ivo ——, Sheffield, Provision Dealer 
Ord Oct 26 


CHExNELL, Henny, Hammersmith, Commercial Traveller 
‘ouct Pet Uct 25 Od Oct 25 
Co.LLinson, yay Scarborough, Giass Dealer Scar 
h Pet Oct 25 Ord Oct 25 
Everman, Jacos, Dover, Licensed Victualler Canterbury. 
F Ba Onm CA Gass Denmark st, Charing Cross rd. 
‘OWERAKER, Henny James, 
be house Keeper High Court Pet Oct 26 Ord 


26 
Gotp, Marks, Christie rd, South Hac 
a rd 
D, JosEPH, Hackney 
Oct 24 Ord Oct 24 
Hanzrison, Watrer, Cleethorpes, Grocer Gt Grimsby 


Pet Oct 16 Ord Oct 25 
‘General Dealer Birmingham Pet 


Ware, bbe North- 


ampton Pet 
Kyicut, Tuomas, Hay Mills. Warwick, Coal Merchant 
Birmingham Pet Oct7 Ord Oct 25 
inn Bolton, Greengrocer 


26 
Mace, Savane Worthing High Court Pet Sept 25 


Newsamu, Rosert, Honor Oak, ee, and Flour Factor 
Court Pet Oct 4 Ord Oct 
Nisiett, Henay, and Francis dal Bispham, nor 
srcickogel Builor, Preston, Pet Oct 5 Ord Oct 36 | 1) 
ICHOLS, WILLIAM, ewen, 
Pet Oct 26 Ord Oct 26 
Painter, Grornas Witt tam, and Wiiiiam Isaac Paint 
Worcester, Grocers Worcester Pet Oct 15 Ord 


Pa.trneeman, Joun James, Stocktom on Tees, Fruitersr 
8 on Tees Pet Oct 24 Ord Uct 24 

RANKEN, tons ky Surrn, Camomile st chmbrs, 
Camomile st, Merchant High Court Pet Augs Ord 


Simansxy, Pergr Simon, Cheetham, Manchester, Draper 
Manchester Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 24 


Surra, Caartes Tomas, 
Victual'er Ni Pet Oct 25 Cubase 
Coal Merchant 


>: = - Bewry, 
Ord Oot 


unk 18 Exvtzasera, High Shields, Durham, Dealer 
ere Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 26 Ord 

Suen , Harpenden, Herts, Builder St Albans 

Pet Sept 27 Ord Oct 16 

Tunnes, 7 Horsraut, Bradford, Schoolmaster Brad- 

ford Sept 27 Ord Oct 2 

VEae, enna and Groner a, Brixton, Builders 

Court Pet Sept2/ Ord Oct 


Wuescer, Aurarp Lavry, Folkestone, Grocer Canterbury 
Pet Sept 20 Ord Oct 24 


Wickes Henny Frorer, 
Canterbury Pet Oot 24 Ora Oat oe 

Wixes, Srarasyn Purromea, a, Costing, Oycle Manufacturer 
Reading Pet Oct 26 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 


Ma J. Anatoon, Threadneedle of 
LooLM, JAMES en fo ot, Excosietee 
yk bg Sa ‘Adjud March 29, 1508 Reso & 








All letters intended for publication in the 
** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 


Subscription, PAYABLE [IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 528, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soxicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s Volwmes bound at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


ST. THOMAS’S HOSPITAL, S.E., 
NEEDS HELP. 


J. @ WAINWRIGHT, Treasurer. 


ING’S COLLEGE, LONDON. 
A Course of of Practical Lectures on the LAW OF TR ADE- 
MARKS AND TRADE waMee will be delivered 
JOHN CUTLER. K. Professor of Law, 
Fei, Honcber Sth ith, Sua, and 29th, and 
6th 1901,at5pm 
‘Admittance free by cards, to be obtained at the Seoretary’s 
Office at the Col'ege 


LAY:-— 
id 
SOLICITORS.— pater mnie (Unadmitted) 

and assured 


of business, for pS Fe 


eS 
business introduced.—C. X., Stationer, 7, 


Lewisham. 
O LONDON SOLICITORS.— Informa- 


ae et oe FS ee ee 
about Midsummer, 1883, by Robert Mayhew, of 
road, Draper.—Stzwazp & Rovss, Solicitors, 


Cl conve seeks Situation ; pouel sea 
—"F and geweral experience: type 
Solicitor to assist &s 


Wee eeres Office, 


FB zzCUTORSEIP and TRUSTEES’ 
Anowwtnt bs Writing Up Books and Compiling Bunton 
terms ——— R, W., care of 











— Solicitor (23 ; admitted) Desires 
2190 -Lax, 96, On ib sions, 























SOLICITORS and Others.—To be Lat, 
Two or Four spacious, well-lighted Offices on 
Fiusbury-equare.—Apply to Mr. 
nh 
and Light 


HANCERY LANE.— 
terms — principal 


c= to be Ler 
Re ta 


moved to 
6 ee oan Tuvacoop & Mazrm, 
27, Chancery-lane, 


CAPITAL City Offers to be Let, from £40 
to £190.—Szaace & Hares, Paternoster House. B.C. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 
Baker strest Station —PORTRAIT MODEL of SIR 


PRESIDENT KRUGHO LORD SALISBURY. ie 


LORD SALISBURY, 
Hon, Mr. CAPTAIN 


CHAMBERLAIN ; 
Mr. J.J. DARLING, of the Australian Team of 

















ff 6O GUINEAS 


SC 00L SHIP “CONWAY” 


roR TRAINING 
NG “OFFI NEN 


to promen cERS 
we MERONANT AL 
FOR PROSPECTUS APPLY TO 
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164, 166, & 170, REGENT 


Children’s Bordered, ls. 3d 
men’s Bordered, 3s. 3d. 
$s. 11d. per dozen. 


ROBINSON & CLEAVER, 


BaLEAST, 


Linen Manufacturers to His Gracious ag the King, the 
late Empress Frederick, ke, & c. 


IRISH CAMBRIC POCKET HANDKERCHIEFS. 


. per dozen; Ladies’ Bordered, 2s. $d. per dozen; Gentle 
Ml. per dozen p Hematitohed : Ladies’, 2s. 9d. pe 
idered Handkerchiefs in all the latest styles, from 1s. to 20s. each. 


AND 


STREET, LONDON, W., 


r dozen ; Gentlemen’ , 





IRISH LINEN COLLARS, CUFFS, SHIRTS. 


COLLARS : Ladies’ 3-fold from 3s. 6d. per oo Gents’ sol, 4s. 11d. per dozen. 
CUFFS for Ladies or Gentlemen, from 5s. 11d. per dozen. 
Shirts, with 4-fold pure Linen Fronts, 35s. 6d. half-dozen. 


e Quality Longcloth 
(To Bi, 2s. extra.) 





IRISH DAMASK TABLE 


yards equare, 2s. Gd. : 
Strong Huckaback Towels, 4s. 6d. per dozen. 


Fish Napkins, 2s. 11d. per dozen ; Dinner Napkins, 5s. 6d 
24 yards by 3 yards, 5s. 6d. each; Kitchen Pe Table Cloths, 113d. each. 


AND HOUSE LINEN. 


per dozen ; Table Oloths, 2 
Frilled Linen Pillow Cases, from 1s. 43d. 





ILLUSTRATED PRICE LISTS AND SAMPLES POST-FREE. 








SLATERS 


DETECTIVES. 
1 BASINGHALL S? EC 





SLATERS DETECTIVE OFFICES.— 
Only pees age establishment in the City of 
London, vide , for divorce, secret inquiries, watch- 
ms, 4c. Apply. write, wire, or 


perso 
~ i Consultations free. elephone No. 302.— 
Slater, Manager, No.1, Basinghall-street, London, 





LATER’S DETECTIVE ~ OFFICES.— 
bJ “Facile princeps stand the above-named offices for 
ability in conducting to a successful issue intricate 
matters requiring the greatest amount of discretion.” — 
Manicipal Review.—Siater’s Detective Offices, No. 1, 


street, City, E.C. Office hours, 9 to 7. Con- 
free. 


LATER’S LADY DETECTIVES.—Mr. 

HENRY SLATER can arrange for any character 

in life from his staff of Female Detectives—from a 

cromsing-sweeper to # princess. Telephone No. 302.— 
Henry Slater, Manager, No. 1, Basinghall-street, City. 


ILATER'S LADY DETECTIVES.—Mr. 

HENRY SLATER bas the most complete organiza- 

tion of Lady Detectives in the world, of ail ages, com- 

p am Biles, | ae = private watchings and 
secret miries. Te’ me No, & Donsultati f 

ae. 1, Desiaghall treet, E.C. % : en 





LATER’S LADY DETECTIVES.—Mr. 

HENRY ee bas Lady Detectives of all 

perience’ in every branch of detective 

Telephone No. 2. Registered Telegraphic 

on application. Consultations free.— Henry 
fone tenner’ No. 1, Basinghall-street, City. 


Samar: LADY DETECTIVES.—Mr. 
ed BLATER’S Lady Detectives have proved s 
unertul eaccess during the pas few years in prevent- 


seneioings a and domestic matters. 
Mga ury Slater, Man as, Me. 1, Basta 
hall-street, London, EL. ion a free os 


p+ dll 


SLATER’ 8 LADY DETECTIVES —wMr. 
- enees a5 CASES Lat Setetives are proficient 
secre, inquiries shadowing. do not 





oe ave always tr 
ona free, T ~ne So, ot al 
Mo. 1, Bast "City, on Sater, Mavager, 





N.B.—To Prevent Delay, all Letter Orders, and Eeaetries for Samples should be sent direct 
© Belfast. 











STOVES. 


PATENT HYGIENIC 
SS YPHON’ STOVES 


HEATING 


CLARK'S 


NO FLUE REQUIRED, 
NO SMOKE. NO SMELL. 
NO DIRT OR TROUBLE. 


An Ideal Stove for Offices, | 
Studies, Entrance Halls, Bed- | | 
| 





rooms, Conservatories, &c. 
—0-——— 
To be obtained of all Ironmongers, 
Stores, and Gas Companies. or of 
the Patentees. 8. Crank & Co., 
Syphon — Park- street. 
Islington, on, 











Acknowledged 


SPROIAL NOtICE N CIGARETTE CONNOISSEURS, 





st the whole Legal Profession to be 
CIGARETTE ever produced. 


PDP PPP LP LDA DAIL 


the saesangt 


The “LEGAL” Cigarettes are oiuiiiee weet bv hand +t -eweedy 
the most experienced 
most carefully blended to suit the taste of th the yoy con- 


Cigarette makers, 


noisseurs, and are sold in three different is:— 


SPECIAL EGYPTIAN ‘hime my for 25 ; 3/6 for 50; 
an - Tor ° 
EGYPTIAN BLEND ie ede the for 18; 2/9 for 50; 
or . 
STRAIGHT CUT = 108. for 20; 1/9 for 50; 


One of each of the “ Legal” Cigarettes will be sent post-free on 
receipt of name and address. Apply to— 
L. 


FIELDCOVITCH & CO., 
71 & 72, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


Inebriety and the Abuse of Drugs, 


PLAS~YN~DINAS, 
Dinas Mawddwy, Merionethshire, 
Wales. 

For Gentlemen of the Upper 

Classes only. 
Shooting—19,000 acres. Fishing—9 miles Salmon, 
27 miles Trout. 








References— 
Dr. Gro. Savace, 8, Henrietta-street, Cavendish- 
square, London. 
Dr. D. Ferrier, 84, Cavendish-square, London, 
For Prospectus, Terms, &c., apply to 
Dr. WALKER, J.P., 
Dinas Mawddwy. 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 
DALRYMPLE HOME. 


RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 


For Terms, &c., eouly, to D. 
pom Superintendent. 














BRAND | & CO’S 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


Prepared from finest ENGLISH MEATS 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &c., 


Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & CO., LTD., ‘MAYFAIR, W., & MAYFAIR 
WORKS. VAUXHALL, LONDOK, 8.W. 


THE MOST NUTRITIOUS. 


EPP S'S 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BREAKFAST-—SUPPER. 





(FOOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are now OVEN DAILY (exh 


THE INEBRIATES ACTS, 1879-99, & PRIVATELY. 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT, 
BUNTINGFORD, HERTS. 
UNDER ENTIRELY NEW MANAGEMENT. 


Apply to Rusipewt Mzpicat SuPeRinTENDENT. 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER 
PRIVATE HOME WOR LADIES. 


t: J. HEADLEY NEALE, M. 
. M. RILEY, Assoc. ee 
Excellent 








ESTABLISHED 17832. 


PHGENIX FIRE OFFICE 
19, Lombard Streetp& 57, Charing Cross, London. 


Lowest Current Rates. 
LAW COURTS 1 BRANOH: 


§ SU UN 40, CHANCERY LANE, W. 


A. W. COUSINS, District Manager, 





g INSURANOB OPH 0) 





) from 9 4.1m, =n pitas, 
Childzen al Cy a Reatard cttllons 


Hundays 
days 64, 
ios young male Aagell 








hum Insured in 1900 Exceeded £460,000,00 





et terms and particulas| 
Principal. 








3.94 


Fip 


Funpb: 
YEAR 





